
 

 FL-1 Form Letters 

FORM LETTERS 

FL1 – Dolores Paul 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL1-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, SA4-2, SA4-5, SA7-4, LA1-4, 

and LA1-9. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL1-2 Section 4.9.9 of the EIS points to beneficial impacts the Project may have on 

local economies.  Your opposition to the Project is noted.  
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 FL-2 Form Letters 

FL2 – Carole Osborn 

 

 

 

 

 

FL2-1 The proposed facilities do not include any production or "fracking" wells.  See 
also the response to comment FA4-24. 

FL2-2 Comment noted.  Renewable energies and their existing and foreseeable 

contributions to the diversity of the energy supply are described in section 3.2.2 
of the EIS.  However, the current demand for natural gas cannot be met within 

the timeframe required by Algonquin customers. 

FL2-3 We disagree.  See the response to comment CO12-13. 

FL2-4 The text of section 3.2.2 of the EIS has been revised to acknowledge the 

emission benefits associated with energy conservation and the use of renewable 

energies such as solar and wind versus natural gas.  

 

FL2-5 Comment noted.  Sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.4.3 of the EIS discuss impacts on and 
mitigation for surface waters and wetlands.  Appendix J of the EIS discusses the 

potential release of drilling fluid during the HDDs and measures that would be 

implemented to minimize impacts. 

FL2-6 Comment noted. 
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 FL-3 Form Letters 

FL3 – Cari Gardner 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL3-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

FL3-2 We disagree with the commentor’s characterization of emission increases from 

the Project.  See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9.   

FL3-3 Comment noted.  Information on impacts and mitigation measures for 

groundwater and surface water are discussed in sections 4.3.1.7 and 4.3.2.6 of 

the EIS.  As discussed in section 4.3.1.6 of the EIS, the proposed Project 
facilities would not interact with radiologically contaminated groundwater at the 

IPEC site.  Radioactive material in the gas is discussed in section 4.11.1.3 of the 

EIS.  Based on our analysis, we find that the risk of exposure to radon or other 
radioactive material is not significant. 

FL3-4 See the response to comment FL3-1. 

FL3-5 See the responses to comments SA4-5, SA4-10, and CO14-25. 

FL3-6 Comment noted. 
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 FL-4 Form Letters 

FL4 – Mel Garfinkel 
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 FL-5 Form Letters 

FL4 – Mel Garfinkel (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL4-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

FL4-2 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4.  

 

 

 

 

FL4-3 See the response to comment SA4-25. 

 

FL4-4 We disagree.  As shown in table 4.12.2-3 of the EIS, Spectra's reportable 

incident and leak rates are significantly lower than industry averages.  See the 
response to comment CO14-25. 

FL4-5 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

  



 

 FL-6 Form Letters 

FL4 – Mel Garfinkel (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

FL4-6 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

 

FL4-7 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

FL4-8 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9 regarding the costs for 
emergency response.  Impacts on water supplies are addressed in section 4.3 of 

the EIS. 

FL4-9 See the response to comment CO7-3. 

FL4-10 The requested Certificate would only authorize Algonquin to transport the 

specified additional volumes of natural gas.  Transportation above those volumes 

would be a violation of its Certificate.  See also the response to comment CO15-
4 regarding this project's purpose for delivery to local distribution companies 

and municipalities. 

FL4-11 Comment noted.  Energy conservation including a discussion of federal and state 
programs aimed at increasing energy conservation are described in section 3.2.1 

of the EIS.  Renewable energies are discussed in section 3.2.2 of the EIS. 

 

  



 

 FL-7 Form Letters 

FL5 – Anonymous 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL5-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 
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 FL-8 Form Letters 

FL5 – Anonymous (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL5-2 See the response to comment FL4-11. 

 

 

 

 

 

FL5-3 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

 

 

FL5-4 See the responses to comments FA4-23, SA4-1, CO12-13, and CO14-25. 

 

 

 

FL5-5 See the response to comment SA4-10.  Cumulative impacts are discussed in 
section 4.13 of the EIS. 

 

  



 

 FL-9 Form Letters 

FL5 – Anonymous (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL5-6 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

FL5-7 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9 regarding the costs for 
emergency response.  Impacts on water supplies are addressed in section 4.3 of 

the EIS. 

 

 

FL5-8 See the responses to comments CO14-25 and FL4-4. 

 

FL5-9 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL5-10 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-2. 

 

  



 

 FL-10 Form Letters 

FL5 – Anonymous (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL5-11 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

FL5-12 Comment noted. 

FL5-13 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

FL5-14 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

FL5-15 Natural gas pipelines are subject to stringent incident notification and reporting 

requirements, as discussed in section 4.12.2 of the EIS. 

FL5-16 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9. 

FL5-17 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-10. 

FL5-18 See the response to comment LA5-25. 

FL5-19 See the response to comment CO12-10. 

 

FL5-20 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

FL5-21 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

FL5-22 We disagree with the commentor's characterization of emission increases at the 
Southeast and Stony Point Compressor Stations.  See the responses to comments 

SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

FL5-23 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

  



 

 FL-11 Form Letters 

FL5 – Anonymous (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL5-24 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

FL5-25 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

 

FL5-26 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

FL5-27 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

FL5-28 See the responses to comments CO14-25 and FL4-4. 

FL5-29 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

FL5-30 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-2. 

 

  



 

 FL-12 Form Letters 

FL6 – Joseph C. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL6-1 Comment noted. 
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 FL-13 Form Letters 

FL6 – Joseph C. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 FL-14 Form Letters 

FL7 – Carlos Jativa 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL7-1 Alternatives considered in the vicinity of the Buchanan- Verplanck Elementary 
School and IPEC facility are discussed in section 3.5.1 of the EIS, which has 

been revised to include a discussion of these specific facilities.  See also the 

responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-8, SA1-9, and SA4-5. 

 

FL7-2 See the responses to comments SA1-9 and SA4-5. 

 

 

 

FL7-3 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

FL7-4 We have independently reviewed information provided by Algonquin and 

assessed impacts as required by the NEPA process.  This review includes our 

own independent research of the issues. 

FL7-5 Algonquin has indicated that a naturally-occurring berm between the pipeline 

and the school would not represent a source of "shrapnel" in the event of a 

pipeline rupture; it would instead tend to redirect energy away from the school 
grounds.  See also response to comment SA4-5 and SA1-9.   
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 FL-15 Form Letters 

FL8 – Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School Parents 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL8-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

 

 

FL8-2 See the response to comment CO27-2.  The Pipeline and Informed Planning 

Alliance developed recommendations for states, counties, and/or townships to 

adopt in planning new development near existing pipelines.  These 
recommendations do not require existing buildings to modify or enhance their 

structures as a result of new or existing pipeline infrastructure.  See also the 

response to comment SA1-9 regarding the additional mitigation measures 
Algonquin has committed to implementing near the Buchanan-Verplanck 

Elementary School. 
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 FL-16 Form Letters 

FL8 – Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School Parents (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL8-3 Section 4.12.3 of the EIS provides the existing and proposed new PIR along the 

proposed facility segments, based on PHMSA's safety regulation methodology for 
which a failure of the pipeline could result in significant impact of people or 

property.  See also the responses to comments FA4-24, SA4-2, and FL4-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL8-4 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9. 

FL8-5 We are not aware of the B-Vents referenced in the comment.  Class location is a 

designation placed on the pipeline based on the residences and identified sites near 

the pipeline, as identified in section 4.12.1 of the EIS.  Pipelines with higher class 

designations include more rigorous design requirements, per PHMSA safety 

regulations.  Additional/enhanced fire protection is not required for the existing 
surrounding structures.  Property owners who install some form of enhanced fire 

protection (and we are not aware what that might be) would do so at their own 

expense. 

FL8-6 See the responses to comments SA4-4 and SA4-10. 

FL8-7 See the responses to comments SA7-4, CO19-4, and FL4-4. 

 

 

FL8-8 Section 4.12.4 of the EIS discusses threats from terrorism. 

 

  



 

 FL-17 Form Letters 

FL8 – Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School Parents (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL8-9 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

 

FL8-10 See the responses to comments FA4-15 and LA9-16. 

 

 

FL8-11 See the response to comment LA1-10 regarding insurance in case of a pipeline 
accident.  Pipeline coatings and cathodic protection, the two principle corrosion 

preventative measures, are among the numerous safety components covered by 

federal regulations and standards, as discussed in section 4.12.1 of the EIS.  
Also, pipeline inspection tools can measure for internal corrosion.  Should 

internal corrosion be detected, pipeline operators would perform maintenance on 

their pipeline.  New York State, through agreement with PHMSA, inspects 
interstate gas pipelines and PHMSA's Office of Pipeline Safety enforces federal 

pipeline safety regulations, which include corrosion prevention elements.  

Violations of safety standards under the Pipeline Safety Act are subject to 
monetary penalties. 

FL8-12 See the responses to comments CO13-1 and CO13-8.  Algonquin is no longer 

proposing a contractor ware yard at Granite Knolls West.  As indicated in 
section 4.8.5.1 of the EIS, there is an existing 6-foot-wide permanent easement 

and an existing 75-foot-wide maintenance easement associated with Algonquin's 
existing pipeline within the Blue Mountain Reservation.  During construction, 

some additional workspace would be required outside the existing 75-foot-wide 

maintenance easement.  This workspace would generally be 100 feet wide.  
Algonquin would coordinate with Westchester County to obtain approval for 

workspace outside the existing 75-foot-wide easement and for revegetation 

efforts.  Impacts on these workspace areas would be temporary but could be 
long-term due to tree clearing.  Some temporary impacts on wildlife species may 

occur during construction and interim recovery periods, especially for those 

species associated with upland forests.  Measures would be implemented to 
minimize impacts on birds and habitat during construction and operation of the 

Project, including limiting routine right-of-way maintenance clearing and 

prohibiting clearing during the migratory bird nesting season (April 15 to August 
1).  These measures are addressed in section 4.7.2 of the EIS.  Algonquin would 

not apply herbicides for general right-of-way maintenance.  The maintained 

permanent rights-of-way would be subjected to mowing every 3 years.  To 
facilitate periodic corrosion surveys, a 10-foot-wide strip centered on the 

pipeline would be mowed annually to maintain herbaceous growth. 

  



 

 FL-18 Form Letters 

FL8 – Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School Parents (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL8-13 See the responses to comments FL8-12, CO22-26, and FA3-4. 

 

 

 

 

FL8-14 Section 4.7.2 of the EIS describes potential impacts on migratory birds and 

section 4.7.5.1 discusses state protected species.  As explained in section 4.7.1 of 

the EIS, Algonquin consulted with the FWS for federally protected species.  
Survey results are included in the final EIS, but specific survey locations for 

sensitive species are not identified due to the sensitive nature of the information.  

See also the responses to comments FA4-1, FA4-26, and SA11-14. 

 

FL8-15 See the response to comment LA23-24 on vernal pools and the responses to 
comments FL8-12, CO22-26, and FA3-4 for invasive species.  As explained in 

section 4.7.5.1 of the EIS, Algonquin consulted with the NYSDEC New York 

Natural Heritage Program regarding the documented occurrences of state 
protected species, including amphibians, and continues to coordinate with the 

NYSDEC regarding the proposed Project in New York.  As explained in section 

4.7.1 of the EIS, Algonquin consulted with the FWS for federally protected 
species.  Through these consultations and coordination with Westchester County 

for work within Blue Ridge Reservation, Algonquin is addressing the 

conservation of sensitive species. 

 

  



 

 FL-19 Form Letters 

FL8 – Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School Parents (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL8-16 See the responses to comments FA4-26, SA11-14, and CO22-12. 

 

 

 

FL8-17 The Project E&SCP and the FERC Plan and Procedures detail mitigation 
measures to protect from erosion and potential contamination. 

FL8-18 See the responses to comments FA4-26, SA11-14, and SA11-15. 

 

  



 

 FL-20 Form Letters 

FL8 – Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School Parents (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 FL-21 Form Letters 

FL9 – Debra Samuels 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL9-1 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

FL9-2 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25.  Section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS 
has been revised to include the latest information on the Catskill Aqueduct 

crossing.  

 

FL9-3 See the response to comment FA4-24. 
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 FL-22 Form Letters 

FL10 – Barry Reese 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL10-1 Comment noted. 

 

FL10-2 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

FL10-3 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

FL10-4 See the response to comment CO14-25. 

FL10-5 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

FL10-6 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

FL10-7 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

FL10-8 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9 regarding the costs for 

emergency response.  Impacts on water supplies are addressed in section 4.3 of 
the EIS. 

FL10-9 See the responses to comments CO7-3 and CO12-13. 

FL10-10 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

FL10-11 See the response to comment FL4-11. 
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 FL-23 Form Letters 

FL11 – Patricia Walsh et al. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL11-1 Comment noted. 

 

FL11-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

FL11-3 Comment noted. 
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 FL-24 Form Letters 

FL11 – Patricia Walsh et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL11-4 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

FL11-5 See the responses to comments SA4-5 and FA6-1.  Section 4.9.5.2 and appendix 

G of the draft EIS included discussion of traffic impacts and Algonquin's traffic 

mitigation plan for the West Roxbury Lateral.  The EIS has been updated to 
include additional information on potential traffic-related impacts and measures 

to be implemented to prevent unnecessary delays to the motoring public during 

construction of the West Roxbury Lateral.  

FL11-6 See the response to comment FL4-4.   

FL11-7 The commentor inappropriately cites natural gas distribution pipeline incident 

data.  The proposed Project is a natural gas transmission project.  Table 4.12.3-2 
of the EIS presents natural gas transmission pipeline incident data based on 

required reporting to PHMSA.  Further, the EIS states that the majority of 

fatalities from pipelines are due to local distribution pipelines not regulated by 
FERC because the pipelines are generally smaller diameter pipes and/or plastic 

pipes that are more susceptible to damage and often are not identified with 

pipeline markers.  See also the response to comment CO14-25.  

FL11-8 See the responses to comments CO7-3 and CO12-13. 

FL11-9 Economic benefits associated with the construction and operation of the Project 

are discussed in section 4.9.9 of the EIS, including the estimated construction 
payroll and the annual tax revenues. 

 

  



 

 FL-25 Form Letters 

FL11 – Patricia Walsh et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 FL-26 Form Letters 

FL11 – Patricia Walsh et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 IND-1 Individuals 

INDIVIDUALS 

IND1 – Betty J. Van Wicklen 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND1-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, SA7-4, CO15-25, and LA23-
21.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND1-2 See the response to comment SA4-4.   

 

IND1-3 We disagree with the commentor's characterization of noise and air emission 
impacts from the Stony Point and Southeast Compressor Stations.  See the 

response to comment SA4-1 regarding air emissions.  Also, section 4.11.2.3 of 

the EIS identifies that these modified compressor stations would not result in a 
perceptible increase in noise levels. 

IND1-4 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-2 Individuals 

IND1 – Betty J. Van Wicklen (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND1-5 See the response to comment FL2-2. 

 

  



 

 IND-3 Individuals 

IND2 – Scott Hoefling 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND2-1 See the responses to comments CO14-25 and LA5-12 for information regarding 

safety and pipeline design.  Cumulative air impacts and impacts on climate 

change are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  

IND2-2 The no-action alternative is evaluated in section 3.1 of the EIS.  Energy 
conservation as an alternative to the proposed Project is discussed and evaluated 

in section 3.2.1.  Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3.2.2.  

Analyses of alternatives including alternatives that might be able to eliminate all 
or some of the Project are included in sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3.  Facility and 

design alternatives are described and evaluated in section 3.4.  Our assessment 

of route alternatives to the proposed Hudson River crossing is included in 
section 3.5.1.  The potential for cumulative air emission and climate change 

impacts is described in sections 4.13.7 and 4.13.8, respectively. 

IND2-3 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-1, SA4-4, and SA4-10. 

 

  



 

 IND-4 Individuals 

IND3 – Stephen Kohlhase 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND3-1 See the response to comment LA34-1. 

 

  



 

 IND-5 Individuals 

IND3 – Stephen Kohlhase (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-6 Individuals 

IND4 – Lindsay Suter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND4-1 Growth-inducing effects associated with the Project are discussed in section 

4.13 of the EIS.  See also the response to comment FA4-22 for additional 

information regarding potential emission benefits associated with increased 
natural gas deliveries to the region. 

IND4-2 See the response to comment FL4-2. 

IND4-3 See the response to comment CO7-3. 

IND4-4 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

IND4-5 See the response to comment FL2-5. 

 

IND4-6 Commented noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-7 Individuals 

IND5 – Richard Terry 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND5-1 Commented noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-8 Individuals 

IND6 – Diane Handy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND6-1 The principle functions of the West Roxbury M&R Station are to: 1) measure 

the gas being delivered to the customer (in this case the local distribution 
company), and 2) ensure the pressure in the system does not exceed the 

tolerances set by the operator (typically some point below the MAOP).  

Blowdowns of natural gas are infrequent; they are typically performed when 

major maintenance work is planned at a facility or the pipeline, and nearby 

residents and public officials are notified when this happens (see the response to 

comment SA4-3 for notification procedures).  Section 4.12 of the EIS describes 
the constituents of natural gas.  An engineering analysis of potential impacts of 

blasting in the quarry on the West Roxbury Lateral and West Roxbury M&R 

Station is summarized in section 4.1.4 of the EIS.  The third-party geotechnical 
consultant examined the potential impacts on both the pipeline and the M&R 

station and concluded that ground vibrations from blasting at the quarry would 

not be disruptive or damaging to either component of the system.   

 

  



 

 IND-9 Individuals 

IND7 – Royal Graves 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND7-1 See the response to comment FL2-5. 

 

IND7-2 See the responses to comments FA4-24 and CO7-3.  

 

 

IND7-3 See the response to comment FL2-2. 

 

IND7-4 See the response to comment IND4-1. 

IND7-5 See the response to comment FL2-2. 

 

  



 

 IND-10 Individuals 

IND8 – Helen Best 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND8-1 Alternatives to the proposed M&R stations are evaluated in section 3.6.2 of the 

EIS.  Our evaluation of alternative sites to the proposed West Roxbury M&R 

Station is included in section 3.6.2.3. 

IND8-2 Table 4.11.2-6 in the EIS shows that the West Roxbury M&R station would 
not result in any perceptible increase in noise.  See also the responses to 

comments LA23-21 regarding property values and SA13-13 regarding visual 

impacts. 

IND8-3 See the response to comment FA6-1. 

IND8-4 Aboveground facility construction procedures are discussed in section 2.3.2 of 

the EIS.  Impacts on and mitigation for wildlife are discussed in section 4.6.1.4 
of the EIS. 

IND8-5 See the responses to comments FA6-1 and LA14-2. 

IND8-6 Section 4.9.9 of the EIS points to beneficial impacts the Project may have on 
local economies.  See also the response to comment SA13-13. 

 

  



 

 IND-11 Individuals 

IND9 – Gerald Marchesi 

 
 

 

IND10 – Valentin Valencia 

 
 

 

IND11 – Angelberto Beltran 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND9-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND10-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND11-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-12 Individuals 

IND12 – Fabio Gentile 

 
 

 

IND13 – Antonio Ferraz 

 
 

 

IND14 – Ewart Girvan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND12-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND13-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND14-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-13 Individuals 

IND15 – Ismael Hernandez 

 
 

 

IND16 – William Walter 

 
 

 

IND17 – Gonzalo Rodriguez 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND15-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND16-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND17-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-14 Individuals 

IND18 – Thomas Anthony Reilly 

 
 

 

IND19 – Isidro dos Santos 

 
 

 

IND20 – Anthony Decicco 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND18-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND19-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND20-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-15 Individuals 

IND21 – Terrence Sturdiuant 

 
 

 

 

IND22 – Enrique Gonzalez 

 
 

 

IND23 – Gene Pace 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND21-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND22-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND23-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-16 Individuals 

IND24 – Juan Jose Castillo 

 
 

 

IND25 – Antonio Monteiro 

 
 

 

IND26 – Sergio Rangel 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND24-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND25-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND26-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-17 Individuals 

IND27 – David Fickeria 

 
 

 

IND28 – Luis Mengeria 

 
 

 

IND29 – Anne Harvey 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND27-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND28-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND29-1 Comment noted. 

IND29-2 Section 1.1 of the EIS describes the purpose and need for the Project.  Impacts 

on landowners and nearby residents, which would include abuttors, are 
described throughout the EIS, including construction methods, traffic impacts, 

socioeconomics, residential and public land conflicts, air quality, noise, and 

safety. 

 

  



 

 IND-18 Individuals 

IND30 – Augusto Rosa 

 
 

 

IND31 – Theresa Lynn 

 
 

 

IND32 – Isaac Majano 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND30-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND31-1 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND32-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-19 Individuals 

IND33 – Gregory Gulb 

 
 

 

IND34 – Maryann McGuire 

 
 

 

IND35 – Joseph Scipioni 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND33-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND34-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND35-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-20 Individuals 

IND36 – Antonio Carvalho 

 
 

 

IND37 – John St. Amand 

 
 

 

IND38 – Juan Jeminez 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND36-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND37-1 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND38-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-21 Individuals 

IND39 – Jose Peercina 

 
 

 

IND40 – Pedro Texeira 

 
 

 

IND41 – Luis Merlo 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND39-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND40-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND41-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-22 Individuals 

IND42 – Antonio Moreira 

 
 

 

IND43 – Francisco Mendoza 

 
 

 

IND44 – Gerardo Garcia 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND42-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND43-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND44-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-23 Individuals 

IND45 – Francisco Mendoza 

 
 

 

IND46 – Francisco Diaz 

 
 

 

IND47 – Guadalupe Oliveros 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND45-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND46-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND47-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-24 Individuals 

IND48 – Juan Jimenez 

 
 

 

IND49 – Gail Tomassetti 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND48-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND49-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-25 Individuals 

IND50 – Philip Price 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND50-1 See the response to comment FA4-25.   

IND50-2 As noted in section 4.1.5.1 of the EIS, specific site-conditions, including 
earthquakes, are considered in the design of the pipeline.  The recorded 

magnitude of earthquakes in the Project area is relatively low and the ground 

vibration would not pose a problem for a modern welded-steel pipeline. 

IND50-3 See the response to comment SA7-4. 

IND50-4 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-26 Individuals 

IND51 – Sherman Alpert 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND51-1 See the response to comment FA4-25.   

IND51-2 See the response to comment IND50-2. 

IND51-3 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and IND50-2.   

 

  



 

 IND-27 Individuals 

IND52 – Denise Staats 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND52-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and SA4-5.  

 

 

IND52-2 The Project would cross the Hudson River using the HDD method; 

therefore, there would be no direct impacts on the river or its recreational 
use. 

 

IND52-3 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

IND52-4 See the response to comment SA2-10. 

IND52-5 See the response to comment LA1-10. 

 

  



 

 IND-28 Individuals 

IND53 – Genia Proffitt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND53-1 See the responses to comments FA6-5 and LA3-2. 

 

 

IND53-2 The concern that the gas would not be needed if the local distribution 

company repaired all its leaks is an issue more appropriately brought up 
with the state agency that regulates local gas distribution companies, the 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities.  See section 1.1 of the EIS for 

a discussion of the purpose and need for the Project. 

IND53-3 We do not agree with the characterization of natural gas pipelines as 

"extremely unsafe."  See the responses to comments CO14-25 and LA5-12 

regarding PHMSA's safety standards and the data showing transmission 
pipelines to be a safe, reliable means of energy transportation. 

IND53-4 Natural gas is considered neither toxic nor carcinogenic. 

IND53-5 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

IND53-6 See the responses to comments IND53-2 and CO15-4.  Further, the export of 

natural gas requires an authorization under section 3 of the NGA from the 

U.S. Department of Energy for the commodity and the Commission for the 
infrastructure.  The facilities required to liquefy and export natural gas do 

not currently exist in Boston.  Also, as stated in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, 
the Project would be designed to meet or exceed the minimum safety 

requirements. 

IND53-7 With respect to the quarry, see the response to comment FA6-1. 

 

  



 

 IND-29 Individuals 

IND54 – Jo-Anne Richard 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND54-1 Comment noted. 

IND54-2 Section 4.12 of the EIS discusses federal pipeline safety standards 
applicable to this Project, and how they are specifically applied in HCAs. 

IND54-3 The gas to be transported by the AIM Project is pipeline quality gas, which 
must meet the Algonquin’s tariff specifications, and contains no 

“unspecified (trade secret) chemical additives.” 

IND54-4 The police station is one among several structures that are considered in 
determining the class location of a given location along the West Roxbury 

Lateral.  Section 4.12.1 of the EIS discusses the safety standards applicable 

to various class locations. 

IND54-5 Algonquin has consulted with local governments in Massachusetts regarding 

the placement of the proposed pipeline relative to roadways to minimize 

traffic disruption.  The Updated Traffic Management Assessment and Plans 

for the West Roxbury Lateral can be found in appendix G of the EIS. 

IND54-6 See the responses to comments SA4-5, SA13-5, and IND54-3. 

IND54-7 See the response to comment FA6-1. 

IND54-8 PHMSA collects data on the causes of pipeline incidents.  A study entitled 

"Impact Assessment of Traffic-Induced Vibration on Natural Gas 

Transmission Pipeline" published in November 2012 in the Journal of Loss 
Prevention in the Process Industry concluded that while traffic-induced 

vibration on a given natural gas pipeline is detectable, this vibration, 

compared to other factors that are influencing the pipeline's structural 
integrity, does not have a significant impact on the pipeline's lifetime period.  

Note also that pipe segments would be joined by welding, not with rivets. 

IND54-9 We evaluated two alternatives along the West Roxbury Lateral in the draft 
EIS.  We have updated sections 3.5 to include an evaluation of other 

alternatives and variations identified subsequent to the issuance of the draft 

EIS. 

 

  



 

 IND-30 Individuals 

IND54 – Jo-Anne Richard (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND54-10 Economic benefits of the Project are discussed in section 4.9.9 of the EIS.  
Taxes generated from the operation of the Project would result in an annual 

tax revenue increase for the affected communities in the Project area. 

IND54-11 Nighttime construction could occur during the HDDs of the Hudson and 
Still Rivers.  The work at these crossings must continue round-the-clock 

until completed.  Nighttime construction could also occur along portions of 

the West Roxbury Lateral, particularly along commercial roads or at highly 
trafficked intersections, in an effort to minimize traffic-related impacts (see 

sections 4.9.5.2 and 4.11.3 of the EIS).  

IND54-12 Project construction would temporarily generate additional noise and 
vibration of a scale similar to road construction activities.  However, due to 

smaller workspace constraints in the Dedham/West Roxbury area, 

Algonquin would be required to use smaller or less equipment to construct 
in the area, resulting in lesser impacts than a major road construction project 

(see section 4.11.2.3 of the EIS, which has been revised to address this 

issue).  Section 4.8.3.1 of the EIS describes Algonquin's Environmental 
Compliant Resolution Procedure, which would be available in the event of a 

landowner complaint during construction activities. 

  



 

 IND-31 Individuals 

IND55 – Allison Bernstein 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND55-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and SA4-5. 

 

 

 

 

IND55-2 See the response to comment LA1-10. 

 

IND55-3 See the response to comment LA1-10.  Also, as discussed in section 4.9.9 of 

the EIS, Algonquin would pay taxes that may be used to offset any 

municipal expenses. 

IND55-4 See the response to comment SA1-9.  Construction disturbance near the 

school would be temporary.  The construction right-of-way is 450 feet from 

the school at its nearest point and a wooded area and natural berm lies 
between the right-of-way and the school, reducing any distractions to 

students.   

 

  



 

 IND-32 Individuals 

IND56 – John Louis Parker 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND56-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5 

 

  



 

 IND-33 Individuals 

IND56 – John Louis Parker (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND56-2 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND56-3 The existing Algonquin pipeline continues under Stony Street and onto the 

Kopple property; however, the take-up and relay segment for the AIM 
Project stops at the west side of Stony Street and construction and operation 

of the Project would not impact the Kopple property.  See also the response 

to comment SA4-16 regarding compliance monitoring. 

 

  



 

 IND-34 Individuals 

IND56 – John Louis Parker (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND56-4 While the commentor is correct that "there is no legal requirement 
mandating that the final EIS be issued on December 19, 2014," the Energy 

Policy Act of 2005 requires FERC to establish a schedule for its review 

process and that of related federal authorizations.  In addition, the issuance 

of the final EIS was delayed as a result of additional information needed 

from Algonquin to complete the analysis. 

IND56-5 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

IND56-6 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5. 

  



 

 IND-35 Individuals 

IND56 – John Louis Parker (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND56-7 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

IND56-8 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

  



 

 IND-36 Individuals 

IND56 – John Louis Parker (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND56-9 Algonquin is no longer proposing a pipe and contractor ware yard at this 

location.  Section 4.8.5.1 and table 4.8.1-1 have been revised accordingly.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND56-10 Algonquin would construct a new launcher and receiver facility and pressure 
regulating facility within Granite Knolls Park West on the land parcel with 

tax map identification number 26.09-1-22.  These facilities would be 

permanent.  However, they would be located entirely within Algonquin's 
existing right-of-way on the parcel.  Therefore, operation of the launcher and 

receiver and pressure regulating facilities would not permanently impact any 

additional parkland outside Algonquin's existing easement.   

 

  



 

 IND-37 Individuals 

IND56 – John Louis Parker (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND56-11 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

  



 

 IND-38 Individuals 

IND56 – John Louis Parker (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND56-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND56-13 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

  



 

 IND-39 Individuals 

IND56 – John Louis Parker (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-40 Individuals 

IND57 – Jesus Becerra 

 
 

 

IND58 – Pablo Reyes 

 
 

 

IND59 – Jay Forgosa 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND57-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND58-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND59-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-41 Individuals 

IND60 – Arthur Gaddist 

 
 

 

IND61 – Thomas Weaver 

 
 

 

IND62 – Keith Franklin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND60-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND61-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND62-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-42 Individuals 

IND63 – Carlos Flores 

 
 

 

IND64 – Steve Genovesi 

 
 

 

IND65 – Victor Becerra 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND63-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND64-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND65-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-43 Individuals 

IND66 – Rogelio Valdovinos 

 
 

 

IND67 – Ruben Jimenez 

 
 

 

IND68 – Richard Oakes 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

IND66-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND67-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND68-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-44 Individuals 

IND69 – Roy Ribeiro 

 
 

 

IND70 – Edward Ryan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND69-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND70-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-45 Individuals 

IND71 – William Huston 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND71-1 Section 4.13 of the EIS includes our assessment of potential cumulative 
impacts associated with the proposed Project and other projects.  See also 

the response to comment FA4-24. 

IND71-2 As discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS, hydraulic fracturing in the 
Marcellus shale would occur well outside of the AIM Project construction 

area, and outside of the sub-watersheds crossed by Project facilities.  These 

potential impacts are beyond the scope of the EIS. 

 

IND71-3 See the responses to comments FA4-24 and IND4-1. 

IND71-4 See the response to comment FL4-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-46 Individuals 

IND71 – William Huston (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND71-5 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-5.  Also, the PIR calculation 
methodology was established by PHMSA under its pipeline safety regulations 

for operating natural gas pipelines.  PHMSA has determined that the potential 

failure of a pipeline could have significant impacts on people or property 
within a PIR under this methodology.  A disagreement with this calculation 

methodology is more appropriately addressed through PHMSA.   

IND71-6 Section 1.1 of the EIS discusses the purpose and need for the project. 

IND71-7 We disagree.  Kinder Morgan has not currently filed an application with the 

Commission.  Further, simply because gas on the Algonquin system, an 

entirely different company and system than Kinder Morgan as shown in figure 
3.3.1-1 of the EIS, does not indicate that the gas for the proposed project is 

intended for export on this Project.  See also the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-47 Individuals 

IND72 – Joshua Schwartz 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND72-1 Some temporary impacts on wildlife species may occur during construction 

and interim recovery periods, especially for those species associated with 

upland forests.  Algonquin would coordinate the Project schedule with 

Westchester County officials and implement construction timing as required.  

IND72-2 The Project would comply with the FERC's Plan and Procedures and 

Algonquin's E&SCP to minimize disturbance to vegetation and wetlands and 

waterbodies, including the adjacent pond.  The new 42-inch-diameter pipeline 
would replace the existing 26-inch-diameter pipeline within a 6-foot-wide 

permanent easement granted in 1952 by the Westchester County Park 

Commission and the Westchester County Board of Supervisors.  That 
easement also provides for a 75-foot-wide maintenance easement.  The new 

pipeline would be installed in the same trench as the existing pipeline to be 

removed.  The AIM Project would require ATWS outside the existing 75-
foot-wide maintenance easement within the Blue Mountain Reservation for 

up to a 6-month period; the total temporary construction right-of-way would 

generally be 100 feet wide.  After construction, all impacted areas within the 

Reservation would be returned to their preexisting use, and although long-

term temporary impacts would occur as a result of tree clearing, no permanent 

impacts would occur.  The permanent right-of-way would remain 6 feet wide 
within the Blue Mountain Reservation.  

IND72-3 Algonquin has indicated that as a matter of course, it does not use 

herbicides/pesticides for general right-of-way vegetation maintenance 
practices along any of its pipeline facilities. 

IND72-4 Section 3.5 of the EIS has been revised to include an analysis of a potential 

variation to the north of the current pipeline right-of-way in the Blue 
Mountain Reservation. 

 

  



 

 IND-48 Individuals 

IND73 – Andrew Coleman 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND73-1 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND73-2 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments FA4-24 and IND71-2. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-49 Individuals 

IND73 – Andrew Coleman (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND73-3 See the response to comment FL2-2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-50 Individuals 

IND74 – Mercedes Lackey 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND74-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND74-2 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

IND74-3 See the response to comment IND1-3 for information regarding 

compressor station noise.  See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-
9 for information regarding compressor station emissions and emission 

impact assessments. 

IND74-4 See the response to comment LA23-21. 

 

  



 

 IND-51 Individuals 

IND75 – Jan Boudart 

 
 

 

IND76 – Jan Boudart 

 
 

 

IND77 – Jan Boudart 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND75-1 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND76-1 See the response to comment FA4-23 regarding Algonquin's methane 
emission minimization efforts.  See the response to comment CO12-13 for 

additional information regarding GHG impact assessments prepared for the 

Project.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND77-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-52 Individuals 

IND78 – Jessica Cox 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND78-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

 

 

IND78-2 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

IND78-3 See the response to comment FL4-4. 

IND78-4 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

IND78-5 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

 

 

 

IND78-6 See the responses to comments LA1-4, LA1-9, and FL4-8. 

IND78-7 See the responses to comments FA4-23 and CO12-13. 

 

IND78-8 See the responses to comments CO15-4 and FL4-10.   

 

IND78-9 See the response to comment FL4-11. 

 

  



 

 IND-53 Individuals 

IND79 – Laura Lentz 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND79-1 See the responses to comments FA4-24 and CO20-1.  

 

IND79-2 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

IND79-3 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

IND79-4 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and IND1-3. 

 

IND79-5 See the response to comment LA23-21. 

 

  



 

 IND-54 Individuals 

IND80 – Susan Siegel 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND80-1 Algonquin is no longer proposing a pipe and contractor ware yard at this 

location.  Section 4.8.5.1 and table 4.8.1-1 have been revised accordingly.   

 

  



 

 IND-55 Individuals 

IND80 – Susan Siegel (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND80-2 See the responses to comments FA6-5 and SA14-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND80-3 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

 

 

IND80-4 See the response to comment SA4-10.  The reliability and safety of the 

Project is discussed in section 4.12. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-56 Individuals 

IND81 – Ilsa Funk 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND81-1 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

IND81-2 See the responses to comments SA4-4 and CO14-25.  Further, the 
commentor appears to inappropriately cite all pipeline incident data 

(including natural gas distribution and gathering pipelines and hazardous 

liquid pipelines).  The proposed Project is a natural gas transmission 
project.  Table 4.12.2-1 of the EIS presents natural gas transmission 

pipeline incident data over the past 20 years based on required reporting to 

PHMSA.  Natural gas transmission pipelines have resulted in 
1,237 incidents over this time period.  See also the response to FL11-7 

regarding the differences between natural gas transmission and gathering 

pipeline incidents.   

IND81-3 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

IND81-4 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and IND1-3. 

IND81-5 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

IND81-6 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and CO15-4. 

 

IND81-7 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-57 Individuals 

IND82 – Barbara Ladd 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND82-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA7-4. 

IND82-2 See the responses to comments FA4-23 regarding Algonquin's methane 

emission minimization efforts, CO12-13 regarding GHG impact 

assessments prepared for the Project, and SA4-1 and SA4-9 for additional 

information regarding compressor station emissions and emission impact 

analyses. 

IND82-3 See the responses to comments CO15-4 and FL4-10. 

IND82-4 See the response to comment FL4-11. 

 

  



 

 IND-58 Individuals 

IND83 – Elsa Blum 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND83-1 See section 4.12 of the EIS for a discussion about public safety. 

 

  



 

 IND-59 Individuals 

IND84 – June Jacobson 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-60 Individuals 

IND84 – June Jacobson (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND84-1 See the responses to comments FA-15 and LA9-16 regarding environmental 

justice impacts and outreach efforts and SA1-12 regarding a supplemental 
draft EIS. 

 

  



 

 IND-61 Individuals 

IND84 – June Jacobson (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND84-2 See the responses to comments SA11-14 and SA11-15.  National Bald Eagle 
Management Guidelines require a 660-foot buffer of no activity around active 

nests to avoid disturbance to nesting eagles.  The 0.5-mile distance is the 

management guideline disturbance buffer for explosives/blasting.  In this 
instance, there is no significance to 0.5 mile, just that it is much farther than the 

required 660-foot avoidance buffer. 

IND84-3 See the response to comment FA4-26.  Section 4.7 of the EIS has been revised 
to include the results of consultations with the FWS and update on 

consultations with the NYSDEC. 

IND84-4 Measures would be implemented to minimize impacts on birds and habitat 
during construction and operation of the Project, including limiting routine 

right-of-way maintenance clearing and prohibiting clearing during the 

migratory bird nesting season (April 15 to August 1).  These measures are 
addressed in section 4.7.2 of the EIS.  Algonquin would not apply herbicides 

for general right-of-way maintenance.  The maintained permanent rights-of-

way would be subjected to mowing every 3 years.  To facilitate periodic 
corrosion surveys, a 10-foot-wide strip centered on the pipeline would be 

mowed annually to maintain herbaceous growth.  See also the response to 

comment FL8-12. 

  



 

 IND-62 Individuals 

IND84 – June Jacobson (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND84-5 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and SA4-5 regarding safety 

impacts near the IPEC facility and the Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary 

School and FL8-2 regarding the PIPA report.  Further, see the response to 
comment LA1-10 regarding insurance.  Also, Algonquin would pay taxes 

that may be used to offset any municipal expenses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND84-6 See the response to comment SA4-10.  As discussed in section 4.8.6.2 of the 

EIS, Algonquin's removal of pipe or equipment that has been in contact with 

natural gas would be in accordance with EPA's PCB rules and regulations, 
as well as associated federal and state operating procedures.  Construction 

air emissions are discussed in section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS.  Also, see the 

response to comment SA1-9 for Algonquin's proposed construction schedule 
near the Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School. 

IND84-7 The area surrounding the pipeline that includes the Buchanan-Verplanck 

Elementary School does not meet the qualification criteria for a Class 4 
designation; it meets the criteria for a Class 3 location.  However, see the 

responses to comments SA1-9 and FA4-25 regarding Algonquin's 
commitment to construct a segment of the pipeline to exceed the most 

stringent Class 4 design requirements. 

  



 

 IND-63 Individuals 

IND84 – June Jacobson (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND84-8 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and FL8-2 regarding the 
additional mitigation measures Algonquin has committed to implementing 

on its pipeline and the information about the PIPA report.  Further, see the 

response to comment LA1-10 regarding insurance.  Also, Algonquin 
would pay taxes that may be used to offset any municipal expenses. 

 

 

 

IND84-9 Algonquin must receive FERC approval prior to placing the Project into 

service and must also notify FERC on the public record that the facilities 
have been placed in service (see recommendations 9 and 10 in section 5.2 

of the EIS).  See also the response to comment SA4-3 regarding 

notifications of planned blowdowns.  

 

IND84-10 See the response to comment LA1-10.   

IND84-11 Table 2.4-1 in the EIS provides the preliminary construction schedule for 
the Project facilities.  See also the responses to comments SA1-9 and 

IND55-4.    

 

  



 

 IND-64 Individuals 

IND84 – June Jacobson (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND84-12 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and SA4-5. 

 

 

IND84-13 See the responses to comments SA4-10 regarding a health impact 

assessment and SA1-9 regarding construction near the Buchanan-

Verplanck Elementary School. 

IND84-14 See the response to comment SA1-9. 

 

IND84-15  See the response to comment IND84-8. 

 

  



 

 IND-65 Individuals 

IND84 – June Jacobson (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND84-16 See the response to comment LA1-10. 

 

IND84-17 New York State, through agreement with PHMSA, inspects interstate gas 

pipelines and PHMSA's Office of Pipeline Safety enforces federal pipeline 
safety regulations, which include corrosion prevention elements.  

IND84-18 Violations of safety standards under the Pipeline Safety Act are subject to 

monetary penalties, enforced by PHMSA's Office of Pipeline Safety. 

 

  



 

 IND-66 Individuals 

IND84 – June Jacobson (cont’d) 

 

 

 

IND84-19 Comment noted.  See the response to comment IND84-24. 

IND84-20 The permanent right-of-way would remain 6 feet wide within the Blue 

Mountain Reservation.  The temporary right-of-way would include 
restoration and revegetation to preconstruction cover types in order to avoid 

long-term significant habitat changes.  See also the response to comment 

IND72-2. 

IND84-21 See the responses to comments CO13-1 and CO13-8. 

IND84-22 Comment noted.  Sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.4.3 of the EIS discuss impacts on 

and mitigation for surface waters and wetlands.  

IND84-23 The pig launcher/receiver facility would be located entirely within the 

existing permanent right-of-way, and Algonquin is no longer proposing this 

contractor ware yard.  The new launcher/receiver facility would have a 
minor but permanent impact on the visual character of the parcel of Granite 

Knolls West where it would be installed.  There would be no other 

permanent impacts on Sylvan Glen or Granite Knolls West; however, the 
impacts associated with the tree clearing would be long term.  The 

temporary right-of-way would include restoration and revegetation to 

preconstruction cover types in order to minimize long-term significant 
habitat changes. 

IND84-24 Algonquin would minimize habitat impacts in these areas to the extent 

practicable.  Temporary habitat impacts would occur within the construction 

right-of-way during construction and interim recovery periods.  Permanent 

habitat impacts would not occur because existing right-of-way would be 

utilized.  Revegetation of temporary right-of-way would include restoration 
and revegetation to preconstruction cover types.  Algonquin would 

implement the measures in its E&SCP to minimize impacts on vegetation 

within construction right-of-way and improve revegetation success in order 
to minimize long-term significant habitat changes. 

IND84-25 We have reviewed Algonquin's routing studies performed to analyze 

avoiding habitat to the extent practicable.  If habitat cannot be avoided or 
restored on site, off-site mitigation would be provided to offset impacts as 

determined and required through ongoing consultations with jurisdictional 

agencies. 

IND84-26 Section 4.8.5.1 of the EIS provides permanent right-of-way widths for New 

York preserves crossed by the Project.  The temporary right-of-way would 

include restoration and revegetation to preconstruction cover types in order 
to avoid long-term significant habitat changes. 

IND84-27 See the response to comment IND84-4. 

  



 

 IND-67 Individuals 

IND84 – June Jacobson (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND84-28 See the response to comment IND84-2. 

 

 

 

IND84-29 See the response to comment IND84-3. 

 

 

IND84-30 See the response to comment IND84-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-68 Individuals 

IND84 – June Jacobson (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND84-31 Algonquin expects construction within the Blue Mountain Reservation to 

occur between March and October 2016.  However, clearing would be 
prohibited during the migratory bird nesting season (April 15 to August 1) to 

avoid and minimize impacts on nesting/breeding.  Short-term impacts may 

occur to individual foraging/food sources but would not be expected to 

impact populations of species due to adequate food sources and foraging 

habitat outside of the construction area.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND84-32 See the response to comment IND84-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-69 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-1 Section 4.12.3 of the EIS concludes that for the majority of the Project where 

older pipe would be replaced, the Project would not increase the risk to the 
nearby public.  For the small portion of the Project involving looping or a 

new pipeline, the Project would result in a slight increase in risk to the 

nearby public.  Section 4.12.1 of the EIS discusses federal safety standards 

for natural gas pipelines and how these standards are applied in HCAs.  

Section 4.12.3 of the EIS discusses safety-related concerns and other specific 

measures that Algonquin has proposed or that we are recommending to 
further address public safety concerns. 

 

  



 

 IND-70 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-2 See the response to comment IND84-31. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-3 See the response to comment IND84-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-71 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-4 See the responses to comments IND84-20, IND84-21, IND84-22, IND84-
23, and IND84-24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-5 See the responses to comments IND84-24. 

IND85-6 Section 3.5 of the EIS has been revised to include an analysis of a potential 

variation to the north of the current pipeline right-of-way in the Blue 

Mountain Reservation. 

IND85-7 See the response to comment IND84-26. 

 

IND85-8 See the response to comment IND84-4. 

  



 

 IND-72 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-9 Algonquin is not proposing to open a Transmission Area Manager's office in 

New York as part of the proposed Project to accommodate the temporary 
increase in population during construction and the addition of three full-time 

permanent workers for operation of the proposed and modified facilities.   

IND85-10 The AIM Project does not represent a new pipeline system, but expands and 
mostly replaces a system that has been operating for many years under 

federal pipeline safety rules, which mandate development of emergency 

response plans.  Consequently, Algonquin has emergency response plans in 
place, and regularly communicates/coordinates with local emergency 

responders.  Algonquin would review its operating procedures, emergency 

response plans, etc. in light of the modifications to its existing system, and 
adjust its plans if and where necessary.   

IND85-11 See the response to comment IND85-10. 

IND85-12 See the responses to comments LA1-9 and IND85-10. 

IND85-13 As stated in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, PHMSA prescribes the minimum 

standards for operating and maintaining pipeline facilities, including the 

requirement to establish a written plan governing these activities to 
minimize the hazards in a natural gas pipeline emergency.  The EIS also 

includes key elements of Algonquin's Emergency Response Plan. 

IND85-14 See the response to comment LA1-4. 

 

 

IND85-15 It is unknown at this time whether the over $20 million in taxes in New 

York per year would fully cover the expenses of public service response of 
an individual incident, as each incident is unique.  However, as shown in 

section 4.12 of the EIS, the likelihood of an incident is very low.  Further, 

Algonquin would continue to pay taxes on a yearly basis, regardless of 
whether an incident occurs and public service response is required. 

IND85-16 See the response to comment LA1-10. 

  



 

 IND-73 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-17 The potential effect of the Project on public utilities and related 

infrastructure is discussed in section 4.9.4 of the EIS.  Algonquin would be 
responsible for the repair/replacement of any damaged existing sewer or 

water infrastructure in consultation with the city/utility owner and to ensure 

the impacts on residences or businesses as a result of any such damage are 
minimized. 

IND85-18 See the response to comment IND85-17.  Further, Algonquin has established 

a landowner complaint resolution procedure.  This process allows 
landowners to immediately inform Algonquin of any service disruptions for 

prompt attention and provides for timely response.  The process also 

provides an outlet for landowners to contact the FERC's dispute resolution 

service helpline if Algonquin does not respond timely or effectively resolve 

the problem. 

IND85-19 Traffic-related impacts during construction of the proposed Project facilities 
are discussed in section 4.9.6 of the EIS.  Any needed repairs to the 

roadways resulting from Project construction would be the responsibility of 

Algonquin. 

IND85-20 The potential effect of the Project on local roadways including municipal 

streets is discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS.  Road crossing permits would 

be obtained by Algonquin prior to construction.  These permits would 
dictate the specific requirements of Algonquin including the restoration and 

repairs to roads after construction.  See also the response to comment 

IND85-17.  

IND85-21 The potential effect of the Project on public utilities including existing 

utility lines is discussed in section 4.9.4 of the EIS. 

 

  



 

 IND-74 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-22 See the response to comment IND84-2. 

IND85-23 See the response to comment IND84-2. 

IND85-24 See the response to comment IND84-3. 

IND85-25 See the response to comment IND84-3.  Clearing would be prohibited 
during the migratory bird nesting season (April 15 to August 1) to avoid and 

minimize impacts on nesting/breeding.  Short-term impacts may occur to 

individual foraging/food sources but would not be expected to impact 
populations of species due to adequate food sources and foraging habitat 

outside of the construction area.   

IND85-26 See the response to comment IND85-25. 

IND85-27 See the response to comment IND84-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-75 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-76 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-28 See the response to comment LA9-16. 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-77 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-29 See the response to comment IND84-2. 

IND85-30 See the response to comment IND84-2. 

IND85-31 See the response to comment IND84-3. 

IND85-32 See the response to comment IND85-25. 

IND85-33 See the response to comment IND85-25. 

IND85-34 See the response to comment IND84-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-78 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-35 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and SA4-5. 

 

 

IND85-36 See the response to comment SA4-10. 

 

 

IND85-37 See the response to comment IND84-7. 

 

IND85-38 See the response to comment IND84-8 

  



 

 IND-79 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-39 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and SA4-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-40 See the response to comment SA4-10. 

 

 

 

 

IND85-41 See the response to comment IND84-7. 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-80 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-42 See the response to comment IND84-8. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-43 See the responses to comments to SA1-9, SA4-3, and IND84-9. 

 

IND85-44 See the response to comment LA1-10.  Also, as discussed in section 4.9.9 of the EIS, Algonquin 

would pay taxes that may be used to offset any municipal expenses. 

IND85-45 Table 2.4-1 in the EIS provides the preliminary construction schedule for the Project facilities.  

See also the responses to comments SA1-9 and IND55-4.    

IND85-46 See the response to comment SA1-9. 

 

  



 

 IND-81 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-82 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-47 See the response to comment LA1-10. 

IND85-48 See the response to comment IND84-17. 

IND85-49 See the response to comment IND84-18. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-83 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-50 See the response to comment LA5-25. 

 

IND85-51 As discussed in section 4.9.8 of the EIS, insurance advisors consulted on 

other natural gas pipeline projects reviewed by the FERC within the same 

vicinity as the proposed Project have indicated that pipeline infrastructure 
does not affect homeowner insurance rates or premiums.  Also, we are not 

aware of insurance carriers refusing to insure or increasing premiums in 

the Project area since the 1950s when the existing Algonquin-owned 
pipelines were put into service.  

IND85-52 See the response to comment IND85-51. 

 

  



 

 IND-84 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-85 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-53 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4.  Section 4.12.4 
of the EIS discusses terrorism. 

 

  



 

 IND-86 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-54 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9 regarding compressor 

station emissions and emission impact analyses.  See the responses to 

comments SA11-4 and SA1-7 regarding emissions and permitting 

requirements for M&R stations and other aboveground facilities.  See the 
response to comment CO12-10 regarding cumulative facility air impacts.  

See also the response to comment IND85-57 regarding this commentor's 

statement about the Project's toxic emissions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-55 See the responses to comments SA4-4 regarding radon and SA4-3 for 

information regarding blowdown notifications.  Natural gas, or methane, the 
primary component of a blowdown is considered neither toxic nor 

carcinogenic.  See tables 4.11.1-7 to 4.11.1-11 and 4.11.1-13 of the EIS for 

estimates of fugitive emission from compressor stations and non-routine and 
fugitive operating emissions, which include blowdown emissions from 

compressor stations, the pipeline, and proposed M&R stations.  See the 

response to comment FA4-23 regarding Algonquin's fugitive minimization 
efforts.  Also, although electric-driven compressors would prevent air 

emissions from combustion of natural gas during their operation, they would 

not avoid the venting of natural gas during a blowdown. 

IND85-56 See the response to comment FA4-23 for additional information regarding 

Algonquin's methane emission minimization efforts.  See the response to 

comment CO12-13 for additional information regarding GHG impact 

assessments prepared for the Project.   

 

  



 

 IND-87 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-57 The commentor mischaracterizes the Project's impact for the Stony Point and 

Southeast Compressor Station.  At the Stony Point Compressor Station, table 
4.11.1-7 of the EIS demonstrates that the existing emissions at this 

compressor station are already above the EPA permitting threshold and that 

the Project would result in a decrease in emissions of volatile organic 

compounds, nitrogen oxides, and carbon monoxide.  The Project would 

result in an increase of 77,935 tons of CO2 and would be required to modify 

its existing PSD permit.  See also the response to comment CO16-9.  At the 
Southeast Compressor Station, table 4.11.1-8 of the EIS demonstrates that 

the existing emissions at this compressor station are already above the EPA 

permitting threshold and that the Project would result in a decrease in 
emissions of nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide.  The Project would result 

in increased emissions of volatile organic compounds and CO2 at the 

Southeast Compressor Station.  However, these increases would be below 
the EPA threshold and, therefore, Algonquin would not be required to 

modify its PSD permit.  See the tables identified in this response for all 

existing and potential new emissions. 

 

  



 

 IND-88 Individuals 

IND85 – Susan Gitlitz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND85-58 As discussed in section 4.9.1 of the EIS, Algonquin anticipates hiring a 

substantial number of local construction workers with the requisite 
experience for the installation of the natural gas facilities.  Construction 

personnel that may be hired outside the affected counties of New York, 

Connecticut, and Massachusetts include supervisory personnel and 

inspectors. 

IND85-59 As discussed in section 4.9.1 of the EIS, Algonquin would add three full-

time permanent workers for the operation of the proposed and modified 
facilities. 

 

  



 

 IND-89 Individuals 

IND86 – Courtney Williams et al. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND86-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

IND86-2 As discussed in section 4.8.3.1 of the EIS, access to homes and businesses 
would be maintained at all times during construction.  See the response to 

comment LA1-9 regarding emergency response training. 

IND86-3 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-5, and FL4-4. 

 

IND86-4 See the response to comment LA9-16. 

 

 

IND86-5 Impacts on New York public lands are discussed in section 4.8.5.1 of the 

EIS.  Special status species are discussed in section 4.7. 

 

  



 

 IND-90 Individuals 

IND86 – Courtney Williams et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND86-6 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

IND86-7 See the response to comment SA4-10.   

 

IND86-8 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

IND86-9 Section 4.12.1 of the EIS provides a discussion of how PHMSA pipeline 

safety regulations apply to the AIM Project.  Algonquin conducts detailed 

risk analyses each year to identify potential integrity threats to the pipeline 
and potential consequences in the event of a pipeline failure.  

IND86-10 Economic impacts associated with the Project including public utilities and 

related infrastructure and property values are discussed in sections 4.9.4 
and 4.9.8 of the EIS, respectively. 

IND86-11 See the response to comment LA1-10. 

IND86-12 See the responses to comments SA1-9 and SA4-5. 

IND86-13 See the responses to comments CO15-4 stating this Project is not for gas 

export, IND85-58 regarding the use of local workers, and LA5-25 and 

IND85-51 regarding mortgages and insurance. 

 

  



 

 IND-91 Individuals 

IND86 – Courtney Williams et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-92 Individuals 

IND86 – Courtney Williams et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-93 Individuals 

IND86 – Courtney Williams et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND86-14 See the response to comment IND84-20. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND86-15 See the response to comment IND84-23. 

 

  



 

 IND-94 Individuals 

IND86 – Courtney Williams et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND86-16 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments IND84-23, IND84-24, 

IND-84-25, IND84-26, and IND84-27. 

 

  



 

 IND-95 Individuals 

IND86 – Courtney Williams et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  

IND86-17 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and SA4-5. 

IND86-18 See the responses to comments SA1-9, SA4-10, and IND55-4. 

IND86-19 See the response to comment IND84-7. 

IND86-20 See the response to comment IND84-8. 

  



 

 IND-96 Individuals 

IND86 – Courtney Williams et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND86-21 See the responses to comments to SA1-9, SA4-3, and IND84-9. 

IND86-22 See the response to comment LA1-10.  Also, as discussed in section 4.9.9 of 

the EIS, Algonquin would pay taxes that may be used to offset any municipal 
expenses. 

IND86-23 Table 2.4-1 in the EIS provides the preliminary construction schedule for the 

Project facilities.  See also the responses to comments SA1-9 and IND55-4.    

  



 

 IND-97 Individuals 

IND86 – Courtney Williams et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND86-24 See the responses to comments IND84-20 and IND84-24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND86-25 See the responses to comments IND84-20 and IND84-24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND86-26 See the responses to comments CO13-1 and CO13-8. 

 

  



 

 IND-98 Individuals 

IND86 – Courtney Williams et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND86-27 Comment noted.  Sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.4.3 of the EIS discuss impacts and 

mitigation to surface waters and wetlands.  See also the response to comment 
IND84-24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND86-28 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments IND84-24, IND-84-25, 

IND84-26, and IND84-27. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-99 Individuals 

IND86 – Courtney Williams et al. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND86-29 See the response to comment LA9-16. 

 

  



 

 IND-100 Individuals 

IND87 – Vivian Lehrer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND87-1 See the response to comment LA5-12 regarding the design of the pipeline 

facilities.  Section 4.12 of the EIS addresses pipeline safety. 

 

  



 

 IND-101 Individuals 

IND88 – John MacLean 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND88-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

IND88-2 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

IND88-3 See the responses to comments FA4-23 and CO12-13. 

IND88-4 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

IND88-5 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

IND88-6 

 

See the response to comment FL4-11. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-102 Individuals 

IND89 – Stephen Kohlhase 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND89-1 See the response to comment LA34-1. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-103 Individuals 

IND89 – Stephen Kohlhase (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-104 Individuals 

IND89 – Stephen Kohlhase (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-105 Individuals 

IND90 – Peter Nightingale 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND90-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND90-2 See the responses to comments SA4-10 and SA4-9. 

 

IND90-3 Comment noted. 

 

IND90-4 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-106 Individuals 

IND91 – Susan Angevin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND91-1 Algonquin has estimated that construction in residential areas would 

progress about 40 to 200 feet per day, which means construction should last 

several days or a couple of weeks within any given neighborhood, not 1 to 

2 years.  Section 4.12 of the EIS addresses both general and specific safety-
related concerns. 

IND91-2 See the response to comment CO19-11.  

IND91-3 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-107 Individuals 

IND92 – Rickie Harvey 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-108 Individuals 

IND92 – Rickie Harvey (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND92-1 See the response to comment FA6-5 regarding the opportunities for public 

involvement. 

IND92-2 See the responses to comments FA6-5 and LA3-2.  The purpose of the 

comment meetings is to offer the public an opportunity to voice their 
comments on the draft EIS on the public record to FERC (i.e., not for 

elected officials or citizen activists to garner support or opposition to a 

project).  These meetings are scheduled geographically and temporally to 
allow a wide audience in the Project area to attend.  We do not believe that a 

meeting the night before a primary election prevented/obstructed the ability 

for the majority of the public to attend.  Further, many elected officials or 
staff representatives attended the meeting in Dedham, Massachusetts and 

presented comments.  As was published in the Notice of Availability, the 

Commission also offered several other methods of providing comments on 
the draft EIS.   

IND92-3 See the response to comment FA6-1. 

IND92-4 See the response to comment IND53-2. 

 

IND92-5 Section 4.12 of the EIS contains a thorough discussion of public safety 
issues associated with the Project, and section 4.8.3 discusses construction 

impacts in residential, commercial, and industrial areas. 

IND92-6 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-109 Individuals 

IND93 – Dr. Allen Dozor 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND93-1 See the responses to comments SA1-10 and SA4-10. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-110 Individuals 

IND94 – Susan Dimmock 

 
 

 

IND95 – Tim Muller 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND94-1 See the response to comment FL2-5. 

 

IND94-2 See the response to comment FA4-24.  

IND94-3 See the response to comment FL2-2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND95-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-111 Individuals 

IND96 – Gina LaRosa 

 
 

 

IND97 – Kara Tierney 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND96-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND97-1 Section 4.12 .1 of the EIS discusses how PHMSA pipeline safety standards 

apply to specific segments of the AIM Project pipeline, including a summary 
of the higher safety standards applicable to HCAs such as residential 

neighborhoods and schools.   

 

  



 

 IND-112 Individuals 

IND98 – Irving Mintz 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND98-1 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

 

 

IND98-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

  



 

 IND-113 Individuals 

IND99 – Aimee 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND99-1 See the response to comment SA4-5.  Further, the commentor cites 

numerous inaccurate facts about the size of the San Bruno, California 
pipeline and natural gas transmission pipeline incident data.  See the 

response to comment IND81-2. 

 

IND99-2 Section 1.1 of the EIS discusses the purpose and need for the Project, 

including that numerous shippers have contracted with Algonquin for 
pipeline transportation service exceeding the capacity of the existing 

pipeline system.   

IND99-3 See the response to comment FL4-11. 

IND99-4 Comment noted. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-114 Individuals 

IND100 – Barbara Jacobs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND100-1 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

 

 

 

 

IND100-2 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-115 Individuals 

IND101 – Una Curran 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND101-1 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

IND101-2 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

IND101-3 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

IND101-4 See the response to comment LA1-10. 

 

IND101-5 See the response to comment SA4-5. 

IND101-6 As stated in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, PHMSA's regulations include 
measures to be implemented by the pipeline operator if an increase in 

population density adjacent to its pipeline occurs.  Also, as noted 

throughout the EIS, 81.5 percent of the pipeline facilities proposed in New 
York would replace existing facilities installed pre-1970.  Therefore, there 

would be no increase in risk to the public. 

IND101-7 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and LA1-6. 

IND101-8 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-116 Individuals 

IND101 – Una Curran (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-117 Individuals 

IND102 – Andrey Slutskiy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND102-1 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

IND102-2 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

IND102-3 Algonquin would recover its costs for the AIM Project through the proposed 

rates that would be paid by the Project shippers.  Algonquin does not receive 

tax money from the areas its pipeline crosses; in fact, Algonquin pays all 
applicable taxes in those communities. 

IND102-4 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

IND102-5 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-118 Individuals 

IND103 – Cara Sullivan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND103-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

IND103-2 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and CO7-6. 

IND103-3 See the response to comment SA4-2.  Also, as identified in section 4.12.1 of 
the EIS, DOT's regulations require, and Algonquin currently has in place, an 

Emergency Response Plan, which includes notification and emergency 

response procedures.  

IND103-4 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9. 

 

IND103-5 See the response to comment LA9-16. 

 

IND103-6 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

IND103-7 See the response to comment SA4-10. 

 

IND103-8 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

IND103-9 See the responses to comments SA4-7, LA23-21, FL8-2, and IND85-17. 

 

IND103-10 See the response to comment LA1-10. 

IND103-11 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and SA4-5. 

 

  



 

 IND-119 Individuals 

IND103 – Cara Sullivan (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND103-12 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

IND103-13 See the responses to comments LA5-25, IND85-51, and IND85-58. 

 

  



 

 IND-120 Individuals 

IND104 – Una Curran 

 

 

 

 

 

IND104-1 A review of the current service list for this docket indicates that Ms. Curran 
has been added as a party to the proceeding.  Potential impacts on and 

mitigation measures to minimize those impacts on wetlands are discussed in 

section 4.4.3 of the EIS.  As explained in section 4.7.2, Algonquin has 
planned the Project to minimize tree clearing, impacts on migratory birds and 

wildlife, and other sensitive resources by using their existing rights-of-way to 

the maximum extent possible.  

IND104-2 See the response to comment LA9-16. 

IND104-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

IND104-4 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA1-9.  PHMSA's regulations 
account for the current population density (e.g., class location and HCAs) 

resulting in more stringent pipeline design requirements in more populated 

areas.  See also the response to comment IND101-6. 

IND104-5 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

IND104-6 See the responses to comments FA3-5, LA1-4, LA1-9, and LA1-10. 

 

 

IND104-7 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

IND104-8 We acknowledge receipt of the signed petitions. 

 

IND104-9 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-1, and SA4-5. 

 

IND104-10 Algonquin is no longer proposing a pipe and contractor ware yard in Granite 
Knolls West.  Section 4.8.5.1 and table 4.8.1-1 of the EIS have been revised 

accordingly.  Potential impacts on Blue Mountain Reservation are discussed 

in section 4.8.5.1 of the EIS. 

IND104-11 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-121 Individuals 

IND104 – Una Curran (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-122 Individuals 

IND104 – Una Curran (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-123 Individuals 

IND105 – Kelly Pavone 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND105-1 See the responses to comments CO14-25 and FL11-7. 

 

  



 

 IND-124 Individuals 

IND106 – Julie McVay 

 
 

 

IND107 – Jeffrey 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND106-1 See the responses to comments FA6-1 and SA4-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND107-1 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

  



 

 IND-125 Individuals 

IND108 – Ellen Campana 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND108-1 See the response to comment SA4-5. 

 

IND108-2 See the responses to comments FA4-25, FA5-2, SA4-2, and SA11-7.  

 

IND108-3 See the responses to comments LA5-12 and FL4-4. 

 

IND108-4 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-126 Individuals 

IND109 – Susan Peters 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND109-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, SA1-12, SA4-5, and FL4-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-127 Individuals 

IND109 – Susan Peters (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND109-2 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and IND71-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND109-3 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9. 

 

IND109-4 See the responses to comments FL8-5 and IND84-7. 

 

 

 

IND109-5 See the responses to comments SA4-4 and SA4-10. 

 

IND109-6 See the responses to comments SA7-4 and FL4-4. 

 

 

IND109-7 See the response to comment CO7-6. 

 

IND109-8 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

  



 

 IND-128 Individuals 

IND109 – Susan Peters (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND109-9 See the response to comment LA9-16. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND109-10 See the responses to comments LA1-10, FL8-11, IND84-17, and IND84-18. 

 

 

IND109-11 See the response to comment FL8-12. 

 

  



 

 IND-129 Individuals 

IND109 – Susan Peters (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND109-12 See the responses to comments FL8-12, CO22-26, and FA3-4.  

 

 

 

 

 

IND109-13 See the responses to comments SA11-14 and SA11-15.  Survey results are 

included in the final EIS, but specific survey locations for sensitive species 
are not identified due to the sensitive nature of the information.  However, 

survey results will be used during consultations with jurisdictional agencies 

regarding avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacts. 

 

 

IND109-14 See the responses to comments SA11-14, SA11-15, IND84-24, and IND84-

25. 

 

  



 

 IND-130 Individuals 

IND109 – Susan Peters (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-131 Individuals 

IND110 – Carol Keenan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND110-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and SA4-5. 

 

IND110-2 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9. 

IND110-3 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-132 Individuals 

IND111 – Lynn Sandbank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND111-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

 

IND111-2 Section 4.13 includes our assessment of potential cumulative impacts 

associated with the proposed Project and other existing and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, including those within FERC's jurisdiction.  

IND111-3 See the response to comment SA4-9. 

IND111-4 See the responses to comments LA23-21 and IND85-51. 

IND111-5 See the response to comment LA1-10. 

 

  



 

 IND-133 Individuals 

IND112 – Jennifer Lauth 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND112-1 See the responses to comments FA4-15, SA1-12, and LA9-16. 

 

 



 

 IND-134 Individuals 

IND113 – Pearl Davis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND113-1 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

  



 

 IND-135 Individuals 

IND114 – Susan Racine 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND114-1 See the response to comment FA6-1. 

 

 

 

IND114-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-136 Individuals 

IND115 – Christine Ellis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND115-1 Comment noted. 

IND115-2 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and SA4-5. 

 

  



 

 IND-137 Individuals 

IND116 – Andrea Arumsewicz 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND116-1 Section 4.12.1 identifies class locations and HCAs for the Project.  See also 

the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, SA4-5, SA4-10, IND84-7, and 
FL8-2. 

 

  



 

 IND-138 Individuals 

IND117 – Laurie Peek 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND117-1 The EIS does not state that "there are no environmental impacts."  The 

environmental impacts associated with the Project are disclosed throughout 
the document, including temporary, short-term, long-term, and permanent 

impacts.  Significant impacts and mitigation measures are also described in 

the EIS.  See also the response to comment FA4-1. 

IND117-2 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

IND117-3 Section 4.3.2.1 has been revised to include additional information relative to 

the crossing of the Catskill Aqueduct.  See also the responses to comments 
FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

IND117-4 See the responses to comments FA3-5, FA4-24, and CO20-1. 

 

IND117-5 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-139 Individuals 

IND118 – Bernard Vaughey 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND118-1 See the responses to comments FA3-5, SA2-2, and LA23-16. 

 

  



 

 IND-140 Individuals 

IND118 – Bernard Vaughey (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND118-2 See the responses to comments SA2-2 and FL4-10. 

 

IND118-3 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA2-2, and FL4-10. 

 

  



 

 IND-141 Individuals 

IND118 – Bernard Vaughey (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND118-4 See the responses to comments FA3-5, FA4-1, FA4-25, SA2-2, SA4-9, SA4-
10, and SA4-15. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-142 Individuals 

IND118 – Bernard Vaughey (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND118-5 See the responses to comments SA2-2 and FL4-10. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND118-6 See the responses to comments FA3-5, SA2-2, and LA23-16. 

 

  



 

 IND-143 Individuals 

IND118 – Bernard Vaughey (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND118-7 See the responses to comments FA3-5, SA2-2, SA2-6, LA23-16, and FL4-
10. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND118-8 See the response to comment SA2-2.  Algonquin would be required to 
request an increase in capacity through the FERC regarding its pipelines.  

Any potential future increase in MAOP of its pipeline would be required to 

adhere to PHMSA's testing criteria to ensure safe operation of the pipeline.  
At this time, it is speculative to assume whether Algonquin would ever 

request to increase the MAOP of its pipeline.  Our cumulative impacts 

review of the currently planned (but not yet proposed) Atlantic Bridge 
Project components does not include an increase in the MAOP of the 42-

inch-diameter pipeline.  That project includes additional pipeline and 

compression facilities to accommodate its additional volumes. 

 

  



 

 IND-144 Individuals 

IND118 – Bernard Vaughey (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND118-9 See the responses to comments FA3-5, SA1-12, SA2-10, and LA23-16. 

 

  



 

 IND-145 Individuals 

IND118 – Bernard Vaughey (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-146 Individuals 

IND119 – Laura Danna 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND119-1 See the response to comment FL2-5. 

 

 

 

 

IND119-2 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

IND119-3 Section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS has been revised to include additional information 

relative to the crossing of the Catskill Aqueduct.  See also the responses to 

comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

IND119-4 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

IND119-5 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-147 Individuals 

IND120 – Anne Kiley 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND120-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

IND120-2 See the response to comment FL4-11. 

 

 

IND120-3 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

IND120-4 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-148 Individuals 

IND121 – Douglas Arumsewicz 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND121-1 Economic impacts associated with the Project, including property values, are 

discussed in section 4.9.8 of the EIS.  See also the responses to comments 
LA5-25, LA23-21, and IND85-51. 

 

  



 

 IND-149 Individuals 

IND121 – Douglas Arumsewicz (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-150 Individuals 

IND122 – Barbara Hough 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND122-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25.  We believe the 

distances to schools have been accurately measured.  Blue Mountain 

Reservation is discussed in section 4.8.5.1 of the EIS and the location of 

the route with respect to the Blue Mountain Reservation is shown in the 
appendix B facility maps (page 3 of 5 of the Stony Point to Yorktown 

Take-Up and Relay segment).  

 

IND122-2 Section 1.1 of the EIS discusses the purpose and need for the Project. 

IND122-3 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

IND122-4 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

IND122-5 See the responses to comments FA4-24 and FL4-11. 

 

IND122-6 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-151 Individuals 

IND123 – B Barrie 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND123-1 See the responses to comments FA6-5 and SA1-12. 

 

  



 

 IND-152 Individuals 

IND124 – Patricia Seeger 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND124-1 See the response to comment SA4-5. 

 

  



 

 IND-153 Individuals 

IND125 – Sheena VanEchaute 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND125-1 Natural gas transmission pipelines are necessary to provide gas to local 
distribution companies and industrial users; there are many natural gas 

transmission pipelines operating safely in urban areas, including the 

existing Algonquin system.  See also the response to comment SA4-5. 

IND125-2 Comment noted.  The Lower Hudson River in the Project vicinity is listed 

impaired for PCBs and other toxics from contaminated sediments.  A 
discussion of potential impacts and mitigation specific to the Hudson River 

is found in section 4.3.2.6 of the EIS. 

IND125-3 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

  



 

 IND-154 Individuals 

IND125 – Sheena VanEchaute (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND125-4 See the responses to comments LA8-1 and LA8-5. 

 

 

 

 

IND125-5 See the response to comment SA4-5. 

IND125-6 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9. 

IND125-7 See the responses to comments SA7-4 and SA4-2. 

IND125-8 The purpose and need for the Project are discussed in section 1.1 of the 

EIS.  Local economies in which the facilities lie would benefit from tax 
revenue and short-term local expenditures during construction, as 

discussed in section 4.9.9 of the EIS. 

IND125-9 See the response to comment SA4-5. 

 

  



 

 IND-155 Individuals 

IND126 – Elisabeth Radow 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND126-1 Economic impacts associated with the Project, including property values, are 
discussed in section 4.9.8 of the EIS.  See also the responses to comments 

LA23-21 and IND85-51.  Further, the article referenced repeatedly supports 

the EIS conclusion that insurance rates would not be affected (the article 

contains quotes from insurance companies and a state insurance agency that 

a natural gas pipeline would not change insurance categories or rates). 

 

  



 

 IND-156 Individuals 

IND126 – Elisabeth Radow (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-157 Individuals 

IND126 – Elisabeth Radow (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-158 Individuals 

IND126 – Elisabeth Radow (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-159 Individuals 

IND127 – Lauren Niedel-Gresh 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND127-1 The AIM Project does not include any new or expanded pipeline in Rhode 

Island.  The only Project component in Rhode Island is the expansion of 
the existing Burrillville Compressor Station. 

IND127-2 One or more shippers on the AIM Project serve markets in Rhode Island. 

IND127-3 Algonquin, not taxpayers, bears responsibility for leaks on its system. 

IND127-4 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

IND127-5 Economic benefits of the Project are discussed in section 4.9.9 of the EIS.  

Taxes generated from the operation of the Project would result in annual 
tax revenue increases for the affected communities.  See also the response 

to comment LA1-10.   

 

  



 

 IND-160 Individuals 

IND127 – Lauren Niedel-Gresh (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND127-6 The Project does not include an increase in pressure on any of the existing 
pipelines. 

 

 

IND127-7 See the response to IND71-1.  Production and the use of chemical additives 

for fracking is an industry not regulated by the FERC and is outside the 

scope of this EIS.  Commentors may seek this information from the 

appropriate state agency responsible for authorizing these facilities. 

 

 

IND127-8 As discussed in section 4.9.1 of the EIS, Algonquin anticipates that about 15 

to 76 percent of the construction workers would be local hires, depending on 

the type of activity (i.e., HDD crossings).  Algonquin would add three full-
time permanent workers for the operation of the proposed and modified 

facilities.  

 

IND127-9 See the response to comment CO29-3 for additional information regarding 

compressor station noise.  See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9 
for additional information regarding air emissions and emission impact 

analyses. 

 

 

 

 

IND127-10 See the response to comment IND127-2. 

 

 

IND127-11 Table 2.4-1 of the EIS presents the preliminary construction schedule for 
each segment.  Algonquin is responsible for the costs of the Project. 

 

  



 

 IND-161 Individuals 

IND128 – Liberty Goodwin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND128-1 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment FL2-2. 

 

 

 

 

 

IND128-2 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, SA4-10, and CO14-54 for 
additional information regarding compressor station, fugitive and non-

routine emissions, and emission impact analyses. 

 

 

 

 

IND128-3 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CO7-5. 

 

 

 

 

IND128-4 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-162 Individuals 

IND128 – Liberty Goodwin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-163 Individuals 

IND128 – Liberty Goodwin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-164 Individuals 

IND129 – James Root 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND129-1 See the responses to comments FA4-23 and CO12-13. 

 

IND129-2 See the responses to comments SA4-7, LA1-4, and LA1-9. 

 

 

 

 

IND129-3 The interconnectivity of U.S. gas transmission systems make it difficult to 

know the physical source of gas at any particular delivery point.  However, 

gas transported along a transmission system is required to meet the tariff 
specifications for that system.  Compressor station emissions are discussed 

in section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS.  See the response to comment SA4-4 

regarding radon levels and the byproducts of radium decay.  

 

 

  



 

 IND-165 Individuals 

IND130 – Howard Sorett 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND130-1 See the response to comment FA6-5.   

 

 

IND130-2 Safety impacts are discussion in section 4.12 of the EIS. 

 

  



 

 IND-166 Individuals 

IND131 – Greg Gerritt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND131-1 Economic benefits of the Project are discussed in section 4.9.9 of the EIS.   

 

 

IND131-2 See the response to comment FL2-2. 

 

IND131-3 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment FA4-24. 

 

  



 

 IND-167 Individuals 

IND131 – Greg Gerritt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-168 Individuals 

IND132 – Frank Oles 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND132-1 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-169 Individuals 

IND133 – Ethel Reese 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND133-1 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

 

 

IND133-2 The interconnectivity of U.S. gas transmission systems make it difficult to 
know the physical source of gas at any particular delivery point.  

Conventional sources of gas are often mixed with unconventional (hydraulic 

fracturing) sources through the interconnected transmission systems. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-170 Individuals 

IND134 – Ethel Reese 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND134-1 The Project is only proposed at this point, not approved.  The Commission 

will take the results of this EIS along with other non-environmental 
information to make a determination on whether to approve the Project.  

Further, Algonquin would be required to obtain other federal authorizations 

and approvals as outlined in table 1.3-1 of the EIS.  See also the response to 
comment LA5-12 regarding material selection and pipeline design. 

 

 

IND134-2 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-171 Individuals 

IND135 – Elisabeth Radow 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-172 Individuals 

IND135 – Elisabeth Radow (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND135-1 See the response to comment IND126-1. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-173 Individuals 

IND135 – Elisabeth Radow (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-174 Individuals 

IND135 – Elisabeth Radow (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-175 Individuals 

IND135 – Elisabeth Radow (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-176 Individuals 

IND136 – Anita Babcock 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND136-1 As noted in the EIS, Algonquin has developed and provided an 
Environmental Complaint Resolution Procedure Plan as part of its 

application.  It identifies procedures that Algonquin would take to address 

landowner calls received during construction and how the procedures would 
be implemented.  Algonquin would provide this procedure to landowners via 

letter prior to construction.  The letter would include a toll free telephone 

number to contact with questions or concerns and the commitment that a 
response to the question or concern would be provided no later than 48 hours 

after receiving the initial call.  In the event the response is not satisfactory, 

the proposed letter would identify the FERC’s Dispute Resolution Service 
Helpline contact information.  FERC's Dispute Resolution Service Helpline 

number is also available online at the FERC website.  A discussion of 

seismicity, faults, and their location is provided in section 4.1.5.1 of the EIS.   

 

IND136-2 Section 4.8.3 of the EIS identifies that the Champlain Hudson Power Express 
Project would be installed within the bed of the Hudson River.  The AIM 

Project would cross this proposed transmission line at the proposed HDD of 

the Hudson River.  Therefore, the AIM Project pipeline would be well below 
the bed of the Hudson River, avoiding construction conflicts.  Section 4.8.3 

also addresses timing of construction for these two projects. 

 

  



 

 IND-177 Individuals 

IND136 – Anita Babcock (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-178 Individuals 

IND136 – Anita Babcock (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-179 Individuals 

IND136 – Anita Babcock (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-180 Individuals 

IND137 – Jennie Sunshine 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND137-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

IND137-2 Comment noted. 

 

 

IND137-3 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA14-1. 

 

  



 

 IND-181 Individuals 

IND138 – Andrew Fischer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND138-1 Section 4.12 of the EIS includes an extensive safety analysis, identifying 

incidents, causes, and the impact on the public.  See also the response to 

comment LA5-12 regarding pipeline design requirements. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND138-2 Information regarding emergency training and response is provided in 

section 4.12.1 of the EIS.  See also the responses to comments LA1-4 and 

LA1-9. 

 

  



 

 IND-182 Individuals 

IND138 – Andrew Fischer (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND138-3 As discussed in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, PHMSA regulates pipeline 
safety, setting requirements that have been established to ensure safety in 

design, construction, testing, operation, maintenance, and emergency 

response of pipeline facilities.  The FERC does not impose standards 
beyond what the PHMSA requires.  Section 4.11 of the EIS addresses 

compliance with FERC's noise criterion, as well as air quality impacts. 

IND138-4 New York State, through agreement with PHMSA, inspects interstate gas 
pipelines in New York and PHMSA's Office of Pipeline Safety enforces 

federal pipeline safety regulations. 

IND138-5 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

 

IND138-6 See the response to comment SA4-15. 

 

 

IND138-7 In accordance with the FERC Plan and Procedures and those additional 

mitigation measures outlined in the EIS, Algonquin would restore and 
mitigate (as described) potential impacts on wetlands and waterbodies. 

IND138-8 The AIM Project is a federally regulated project.  Federal safety standards 

apply.  As discussed in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, New York State, through 
agreement with PHMSA, inspects interstate gas pipelines and enforces 

federal pipeline safety regulations.  See also the response to comment 

SA4-15.  We also note that table 1.3-1 in the EIS identifies the major 
federal, state, and local permits, approvals, and consultations for 

construction and operation of the Project.  

IND138-9 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-183 Individuals 

IND139 – Lori Krane 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND139-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and SA4-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND139-2 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

IND139-3 Comment noted.  Section 4.7 of the EIS has been revised to include the 

results of consultation with the FWS.  Potential impacts and mitigation 

measures to minimize impacts on wetlands are discussed in section 4.4.3.  
See the responses to comments CO12-13 and CO14-55 for additional 

information regarding GHG impact assessments prepared for the Project.   

 

  



 

 IND-184 Individuals 

IND139 – Lori Krane (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND139-4 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND139-5 See the response to comment SA3-5.  We also note that while the overall 

schedule for the AIM Project is about 1.5 years of construction, pipeline 

construction generally proceeds at rates ranging from several hundred feet to 
1 mile per day.  Due to the assembly-line method of construction, 

construction activities in any one area would last from several weeks to 
several months on an intermittent basis. 

 

 

 

 

IND139-6 Section 5.2 of the EIS contains FERC staff's recommended mitigation 
measures.  If the FERC Commissioners decide to authorize the AIM Project, 

they will consider whether to include staff's recommendations as conditions 

of approval.  

 

IND139-7 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

  



 

 IND-185 Individuals 

IND139 – Lori Krane (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND139-8 See the responses to comments FL2-2 and IND94-1.  GHG emissions are 

addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS and the impact on climate change is 

addressed in section 4.13. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND139-9 Potential impacts and mitigation measures to minimize impacts on 

waterbodies (including blasting) are discussed in section 4.3.2 of the EIS. 

 

  



 

 IND-186 Individuals 

IND139 – Lori Krane (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-187 Individuals 

IND139 – Lori Krane (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND139-10 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

IND139-11 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

  



 

 IND-188 Individuals 

IND139 – Lori Krane (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-189 Individuals 

IND140 – Paul Klinkman 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND140-1 Comment noted.  See also the responses to comments FL2-2, FL4-11, and 

IND2-1. 

 

  



 

 IND-190 Individuals 

IND141 – Paul Moskowitz 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

IND141-1 

 

See the response to comment SA4-4. 



 

 IND-191 Individuals 

IND142 – Paula Clair 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND142-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

IND142-2 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-2. 

 

 

 

 

IND142-3 See the response to comment SA1-9. 

 

 

IND142-4 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and IND85-57. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND142-5 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-192 Individuals 

IND143 – Susan Bergman 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND143-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

IND143-2 See the response to comment FL2-2. 

 

 

 

IND143-3 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

 

  



 

 IND-193 Individuals 

IND143 – Susan Bergman (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND143-4 Noxious weeds and other invasive plant species, including management, are 

discussed in section 4.5.2 of the EIS. 

 

IND143-5 Comment noted.  The FERC's Plan and Procedures assist project sponsors by 

identifying baseline mitigation measures for minimizing impacts associated 

with natural gas projects.  Algonquin developed its Project-specific E&SCP 

based on the mitigation measures in the Plan and Procedures.  We also note 
that hard copies of the draft EIS were mailed to those who requested a hard 

copy; all others on the mailing list received CD copies.  The cover letter to 

the EIS also identified that additional copies of the draft EIS are available for 
distribution and inspection through the FERC's public reference room.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND143-6 Impacts on the resources mentioned are included throughout the EIS. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-194 Individuals 

IND144 – Susan Filgueras 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND144-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

IND144-2 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

IND144-3 See the response to comment IND136-1. 

 

 

 

IND144-4 See the responses to comments FA4-19 and IND136-1. 

 

 

IND144-5 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, SA7-4, and IND136-2.  

There are many gas transmission pipeline crossings of rail lines in the United 
States.  Further, PHMSA's regulations include safety measures for the design 

of pipelines under railroads (see section 4.12.1 of the EIS and depth of 

burial).   

 

  



 

 IND-195 Individuals 

IND144 – Susan Filgueras (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-196 Individuals 

IND144 – Susan Filgueras (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-197 Individuals 

IND144 – Susan Filgueras (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-198 Individuals 

IND144 – Susan Filgueras (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-199 Individuals 

IND145 – Susan Woll 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND145-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

 

 

IND145-2 See the responses to comments FA4-4, SA4-1, SA4-9, CO7-3, CO16-9, and 

IND85-57. 

 

  



 

 IND-200 Individuals 

IND145 – Susan Woll (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-201 Individuals 

IND145 – Susan Woll (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND145-3 An evaluation of the cumulative impacts of the Project in combination with 

other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects is provided in 
section 4.13 of the EIS.   

 

  



 

 IND-202 Individuals 

IND146 – Rita Beckman 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND146-1 See the response to comment FL4-4.  We also note that the commentor is 

improperly referencing liquid oil pipeline spill data that is not applicable to 
incident data for a natural gas transmission pipeline.  

 

  



 

 IND-203 Individuals 

IND146 – Rita Beckman (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND146-2 See the response to comment IND146-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

IND146-3 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-204 Individuals 

IND147 – Monika Caffrey 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND147-1 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

  



 

 IND-205 Individuals 

IND148 – Benjamin Martin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND148-1 See the response to comment CO14-54 for additional information regarding 

non-route and fugitive emissions from pipeline operation.  See the responses 
to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9 for additional information regarding 

compressor station air emission and emission impact analyses. 

 

 

IND148-2 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

 

IND148-3 See the responses to comments CO7-5 and FL2-2.  

 

  



 

 IND-206 Individuals 

IND149 – Stephen Kohlhase 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND149-1 A review of the current service list for this docket indicates that Mr. 
Kohlhase has been added as a party to the proceeding.  

 

  



 

 IND-207 Individuals 

IND150 – Lauren Porosoff 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

IND151 – Joyce Newman 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND150-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

 

IND150-2 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND151-1 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

  



 

 IND-208 Individuals 

IND152 – Peter Wolf 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND152-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA14-11. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND152-2 Pipeline incident data and causes, including natural forces, are presented in 

section 4.12.2 of the EIS.  The line would be buried, shielding it from 
many such disasters, and other protective measures such as erosion control; 

concrete-coated pipe where negative buoyancy is expected; and avoiding, 

to the extent possible, locating aboveground facilities in floodplains are 
among the design measures employed against natural disasters. 

IND152-3 See the response to comment CO7-6. 

IND152-4 Pipeline incident data and causes, including natural forces, are presented in 
section 4.12.2 of the EIS.  See also the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

  



 

 IND-209 Individuals 

IND153 – Margarita Spinetti 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND153-1 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

  



 

 IND-210 Individuals 

IND154 – Julie Doebler 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND154-1 Economic impacts associated with the Project, including public service 

infrastructure, are discussed in section 4.9.3 of the EIS.  See also the 

responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

 

 

IND154-2 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-1, SA4-9, SA4-10, and SA4-

15. 

 

  



 

 IND-211 Individuals 

IND155 – Elizabeth Meyer-Gross 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND155-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA7-4, and SA4-9. 

 

 

 

IND155-2 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

 

IND155-3 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

 

 

IND155-4 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

IND155-5 See the response to comment CO14-54 for additional information regarding 
non-routine and fugitive emissions from pipeline operation. 

IND155-6 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and CO16-9. 

IND155-7 See the response to comment SA4-9. 

 

 

IND155-8 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-212 Individuals 

IND155 – Elizabeth Meyer-Gross (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND155-9 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

 

IND155-10 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-9, and SA4-15. 

 

 

 

IND155-11 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

 

IND155-12 See the response to comment SA4-10. 

 

 

IND155-13 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-2. 

 

 

IND155-14 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-213 Individuals 

IND156 – Kate Schapira 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND156-1 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9.  See also the response to 

comment CO12-13 for additional information regarding GHG impact 
assessments prepared for the Project.  

 

  



 

 IND-214 Individuals 

IND157 – Mary McMahon 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND157-1 See the responses to comments FA6-5 and IND92-2 regarding the 

comment period and public input opportunities, and the response to 
comment LA3-2 regarding the mailing list and the inclusion of individuals 

beyond abutters. 

 

 

IND157-2 We are not sure what study the comment is referencing.  Boston Gas 

Company is a subsidiary of National Grid, USA.  As indicated in 

section 1.1 of the EIS, Boston Gas is used as an acronym for Boston Gas 
Company d/b/a National Grid. 

IND157-3 Section 1.1 discusses the purpose and need for the Project. 

IND157-4 See the response to comment FA6-1.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND157-5 See the response to comment SA4-5. 

 

IND157-6  See the responses to comments SA4-10 and SA11-4. 

 

IND157-7 Measures to minimize impacts on residences are discussed in section 

4.8.3.1 of the EIS.  Site-specific residential plans for residences within 

50 feet of the proposed construction work area are provided in appendix H, 
including residences near the intersection of Grove Street and Centre 

Street.  A traffic management plan is provided in appendix G. 

 

  



 

 IND-215 Individuals 

IND157 – Mary McMahon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND157-8 See the responses to comments FA6-1 and IND54-5. 

IND157-9 See the response to comment FA6-1.  The 100 to 150 trucks identified in the 
Traffic Management Plan for the West Roxbury Lateral in the draft EIS was 

a reference to the current volume of trucks that visit the quarry on a typical 

day, which, as indicated in the plan, translates into roughly 200 to 300 truck 
trips on a typical weekday.  This is meant to reflect the current conditions at 

the site.  It is our understanding that although preliminary information on the 

filling of the quarry was provided to the MassDEP in January 2014, no 
specific plan has been proposed or authorizations requested.  The type of soil 

to be used in the reclamation appears to be under debate.  Therefore, any 

future plans are speculative at this point.  In addition, reclamation of the site 
would likely need to occur over decades.  As a result, any overlap with 

construction of the AIM Project seems unlikely.  Further, a filling and 

closing of the quarry would negate many of the same commentor’s concerns 
regarding quarry blasting impacts on the of the AIM Project. 

IND157-10 Environmental studies have been conducted on the property.  The property 

known as "Centre Marsh" is described in section 4.8.5.3. 

IND157-11 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

IND157-12 See the response to comment SA4-4.  The properties and hazards of 

methane are discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS.  See also the response to 
comment FL4-4 regarding Spectra's incident rate. 

IND157-13 See the response to comment FA4-25.  Refer to table 2.1.2-1 in the EIS for 

the location of aboveground launcher/receiver facilities.  See also the 
responses to comments SA4-4 and LA5-18.  

 

  



 

 IND-216 Individuals 

IND158 – Courtney Williams 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-1 See the responses to comments IND84-20 and IND84-24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-2 See the response to comment IND84-23. 

 

  



 

 IND-217 Individuals 

IND158 – Courtney Williams (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-3 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments IND84-23, IND84-24, 

IND-84-25, IND84-26, and IND84-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-218 Individuals 

IND158 – Courtney Williams (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-4 See the response to comment IND84-31. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-5 See the response to comment IND84-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-219 Individuals 

IND158 – Courtney Williams (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-6 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA1-9. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-7 See the response to comment SA1-9 regarding construction timing and SA4-

10 regarding a Health Impact Assessment.  Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS 
identifies the construction emissions, including fugitive dust, and a fugitive 

dust control plan. 

 

 

 

IND158-8 See the responses to comments SA1-9 and IND84-7. 

 

IND158-9 See the responses to comments SA1-9 and FL8-2. 

 

  



 

 IND-220 Individuals 

IND158 – Courtney Williams (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-10 See the response to comment IND84-9. 

 

 

 

IND158-11 See the responses to comments LA1-10 and IND55-3. 

IND158-12 See the responses to comments SA1-9, IND55-4, and IND84-11. 

 

  



 

 IND-221 Individuals 

IND158 – Courtney Williams (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-13 See the responses to comments IND84-20 and IND84-24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-14 See the responses to comments IND84-20 and IND84-24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-15 See the responses to comments CO13-1 and CO13-8. 

 

  



 

 IND-222 Individuals 

IND158 – Courtney Williams (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-16 Comment noted.  Sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.4.3 of the EIS discuss impacts and 

mitigation to surface waters and wetlands.  See the response to comment 

IND84-24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND158-17 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments IND84-23, IND84-24, 

IND-84-25, IND84-26, and IND84-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-223 Individuals 

IND159 – Susan Cowles Dumitru 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND159-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA1-9.  A discussion of an 

alternative (northern) route for crossing the Hudson River, which would 

avoid the new segment of pipeline near the Buchanan-Verplanck 
Elementary School, is included in section 3.5.1 of the EIS. 

 

IND159-2 See the response to comment SA7-5. 

 

 

 

IND159-3 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

IND159-4 See the response to comment FL7-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-224 Individuals 

IND159 – Susan Cowles Dumitru (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND159-5 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

 

IND159-6 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

IND159-7 See the responses to comments SA1-9 and FL8-2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND159-8 See the response to comment SA1-9. 

 

 

IND159-9 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, SA4-2, SA4-5, FL4-4, FL8-

3, and IND71-5. 

 

  



 

 IND-225 Individuals 

IND159 – Susan Cowles Dumitru (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND159-10 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

 

 

IND159-11 We are not aware of the B-vents referenced in the comment.  See the 
responses to comments LA1-4, LA1-9, and IND84-7. 

 

 

 

IND159-12 See the responses to comments SA4-4 and SA4-10.   

 

 

IND159-13 See the responses to comments SA7-4, CO7-6, and FL4-4. 

 

 

 

IND159-14 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

 

IND159-15 See the response to comment LA9-16. 

 

  



 

 IND-226 Individuals 

IND159 – Susan Cowles Dumitru (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND159-16 See the response to comment FL8-11. 

 

 

 

IND159-17 See the responses to comments IND84-20 and IND84-24. 

 

 

 

IND159-18 See the responses to comments CO13-1 and CO13-8. 

 

 

IND159-19 See the responses to comments IND84-23, IND84-24, IND84-25, IND 84-

26, and IND84-4.  Section 4.5.4.1 of the EIS provides additional information 
regarding revegetation, invasive species control, and post-construction 

monitoring. 

 

IND159-20 See the responses to comments IND84-3 and IND84-4. 

 

IND159-21 Section 4.5.4.1 of the EIS provides additional information regarding 

revegetation, invasive species control, and post-construction monitoring. 

 

  



 

 IND-227 Individuals 

IND159 – Susan Cowles Dumitru (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

IND159-22 See the responses to comments SA11-14 and SA11-15.  Survey results are 
included in the final EIS, but the specific survey locations of sensitive 

species are not provided due to the sensitive nature of the information.  

However, survey results would be utilized during consultations with 
jurisdictional agencies regarding avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of 

impacts. 

IND159-23 Algonquin proposes to coordinate with Westchester County on any specific 
conditions required for the county construction permit. 

IND159-24 Comment noted.  Wetlands and vernal pools have been delineated and 

Algonquin would coordinate with regulatory agencies regarding impacts and 
mitigation. 

IND159-25 Comment noted. 

IND159-26 See the responses to comments IND84-24 and IND84-25. 

IND159-27 Section 4.5.4.1 of the EIS provides additional information regarding 

revegetation, invasive species control, and post-construction monitoring.  

Algonquin would implement the measures in its E&SCP and Invasive Plant 
Species Control Plan to minimize impacts on vegetation within the 

construction and permanent rights-of-way.  

IND159-28 See the responses to comments IND84-20 and IND84-24.  Section 4.6.2.3 of 
the EIS describes general impacts and measures that would be implemented 

to minimize impacts on aquatic resources in the Project area. 

IND159-29 Montrose Station Road would not be widened; however, it is anticipated that 
construction activities would require the clearing of raspberry plants.  

Impacts would be temporary due to planned restoration and revegetation 

efforts.  Section 4.3.2.3 of the EIS discusses potential impacts on 
waterbodies and mitigation measures including those to minimize/prevent 

erosion and siltation. 

IND159-30 See the responses to comments SA11-14, SA11-15, and IND84-4. 

  



 

 IND-228 Individuals 

IND159 – Susan Cowles Dumitru (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-229 Individuals 

IND160 – Lawrence Licklider 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND160-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

IND160-2 See the responses to comments CO15-4 stating that this Project is not for 

export and CO12-13 for additional information regarding GHG impact 
assessments prepared for the Project.   

 

 

 

 

IND160-3 See the responses to comments FA6-1 and LA14-4.  See sections 1.1 and 
3.4.3 of the EIS regarding the purpose and need of the Project facilities. 

 

 

 

IND160-4 Comment noted. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-230 Individuals 

IND161 – Peter Nightingale 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND161-1 See the responses to comments FA4-24 and FL2-2.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND161-2 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

 

IND161-3 Comment noted. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-231 Individuals 

IND161 – Peter Nightingale (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-232 Individuals 

IND162 – Rachel Fenty 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND162-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and CO7-6. 

  

  



 

 IND-233 Individuals 

IND163 – Gregory Nevsky 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND163-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

IND163-2 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

 

IND163-3 Section 4.12.1 of the EIS discusses federal safety standards for natural gas 

pipelines and how these standards are applied in HCAs.  Section 4.12.3 of 

the EIS discusses safety-related concerns and other specific measures that 
Algonquin has proposed or that we are recommending to further address 

public safety concerns.  See also the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-

1, SA4-9, LA23-21, and IND1-3 regarding safety, noise, air 
quality/emissions. 

IND163-4 The EIS identifies the impacts of the Project associated with the topics 

mentioned, including proposed mitigation measures. 

IND163-5 See the response to comment CO15-4.  As indicated in section 1.1 of the 

EIS, shippers on the Project are all New England local distribution 

companies or municipal utilities, including deliveries to Connecticut, 
Rhode Island, and Massachusetts. 

 

  



 

 IND-234 Individuals 

IND164 – Jean Walsh 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND164-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25.  

 

 

 

 

 

IND164-2 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and LA12-16. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND164-3 See the responses to comments LA1-10, IND85-51, and FL7-4.  Section 2.1 

of the EIS identifies the diameter and MAOP of each pipeline segment.  

Section 4.11.1 of the EIS identifies all of the construction and operating 
emissions for the Project facilities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND164-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FL7-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-235 Individuals 

IND164 – Jean Walsh (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-236 Individuals 

IND165 – Frederick Martin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND165-1 Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIS has been revised to include additional alternatives 

evaluated along the West Roxbury Lateral, including one that would cross 

Neponset River State Park and Stony Brook Reservation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND165-2 The Project would be constructed to meet or exceed all federal safety 

standards, including burial depths.   

 

 

IND165-3 See the responses to comments SA4-5 and IND165-1. 

 

IND165-4 See the responses to comments FA6-1 and SA4-5.  Also, section 3.4.3 has 

been updated to include additional discussion regarding the siting of the 

West Roxbury Lateral and sections 3.5.1.2, 3.5.1.3 and 3.5.2.2 include 
discussion of the alternative routes considered for the West Roxbury Lateral. 

 

  



 

 IND-237 Individuals 

IND166 – Tracy Basile 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND166-1 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

IND166-2 See the response to comment SA1-12. 

 

  



 

 IND-238 Individuals 

IND167 – Margery 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND167-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  No impacts on Canada 
would occur as a result of the Project. 

 

IND167-2 The EIS includes the impacts of all components of the Project (pipeline, 

compressor station, and M&R facilities).  Section 4.13 of the EIS includes 

our assessment of potential cumulative impacts associated with the proposed 
pipeline and compressor stations along with other projects.  This section 

includes an update on the potential for cumulative impacts associated with 

the Atlantic Bridge Project.  See also the responses to comments FA3-5 and 
FA4-24. 

IND167-3 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

 

IND167-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA4-25, and SA1-12.  

 

  



 

 IND-239 Individuals 

IND168 – Nicholas Schmader 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND168-1 See the responses to comments FA4-24 and FL2-2. 

 

 

IND168-2 Section 4.12.1 of the EIS discusses federal safety standards for natural gas 

pipelines and how these standards are applied in HCAs.  Section 4.12.3 of 
the EIS discusses safety-related concerns and other specific measures that 

Algonquin has proposed or that we are recommending to further address 

public safety concerns.  As indicated in section 4.12 of the EIS, the 
available data show natural gas transmission pipeline infrastructure to be a 

safe, reliable means of energy transportation. 

IND168-3 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-240 Individuals 

IND169 – Tina Warada 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND169-1 Appendix F of the EIS identifies all roads that would be crossed by the 

Project and the crossing method.  Transportation and traffic-related impacts 
associated with the construction of the New York pipeline segments are 

described in section 4.9.5.1 and appendix G of the EIS. 

IND169-2 Section 1.1 of the EIS describes the purpose and need for the Project.  
Section 2.0 describes the proposed facilities, including their location.  Gas 

transmission pipelines typically ship gas for local gas distribution 

companies, who in turn provide gas service to individual homes and 
businesses; they are a necessary link in getting gas to the end users.  Among 

the direct benefits include ad valorem taxes paid on the facilities and short-

term economic boosts during construction, as described in section 4.9.9 of 
the EIS. 

IND169-3 As discussed in section 4.9.1 of the EIS, Algonquin anticipates hiring a 

substantial number of local construction workers with the requisite 
experience for the installation of the natural gas facilities.  Algonquin would 

add three full-time permanent workers for the operation of the proposed and 

modified facilities.  

IND169-4 The Algonquin pipeline system may contain low levels of an odorant to aid 

in the detection of natural gas leaks.  This odorant is added by other 

transmission pipeline companies before interconnecting with Algonquin.  
The downstream distribution systems would add additional odorant, as 

necessary, to ensure the detection of natural gas leaks. 

  



 

 IND-241 Individuals 

IND170 – Jessica Roff 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND170-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

IND170-2 See the responses to comments FA4-24, SA4-4, SA4-10, and FL2-2.   

 

 

 

 

IND170-3 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-4, and FL7-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND170-4 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9 regarding air quality 

impacts, SA4-3 regarding blowdown notification, and IND1-3 regarding 
noise impacts (the analysis of noise impacts includes consideration of the 

various frequencies noise would be emitted along each octave band). 

 

  



 

 IND-242 Individuals 

IND170 – Jessica Roff (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND170-5 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

IND170-6 See the responses to comments FL2-2 and IND131-2. 

 

 

 

 

 

IND170-7 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-243 Individuals 

IND171 – John Cadogan 

 
 

 

IND172 – Jessica Roff 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND171-1 None of the AIM Project components are located near the Three Mile Island 

Plant (which is located in Dauphin County, Pennsylvania).  A discussion of 

safety related to the IPEC nuclear facility is included in section 4.12 of the 
EIS.  See also the response to comment FA4-25. 

IND171-2 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND172-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

 

IND172-2 See the response to comment SA1-12. 

 

  



 

 IND-244 Individuals 

IND173 – Jannette Barth 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND173-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

IND173-2 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

IND173-3 See the response to comment LA1-10.  Section 4.12 of the EIS includes an 

extensive analysis of the Project impacts on public safety, including the 

probabilistic level of risk of an incident. 

 

  



 

 IND-245 Individuals 

IND173 – Jannette Barth (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND173-4 Economic impacts associated with the Project, including property values, are 

discussed in section 4.9.8 of the EIS.  See also the response to comment 

LA23-21.  We also note that about 81.5 percent of the pipeline facilities in 

New York are replacement of existing pipeline and, therefore, would not 
result in significant new energy infrastructure that is not already present and 

considered part of a community.  Further, there is no evidence to support the 

commentor's assertion that property values near pipelines carrying Marcellus 
shale gas are likely to decline based on property values near production wells 

and infrastructure. 

 

 

 

 

 

IND173-5 Comment noted.  As discussed in section 4.9.1 of the EIS, Algonquin 
anticipates that about 15 to 76 percent of the construction workers would be 

local hires, depending on the type of activity (i.e., HDD crossings).  

 

  



 

 IND-246 Individuals 

IND173 – Jannette Barth (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-247 Individuals 

IND173 – Jannette Barth (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND173-6 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CO7-5.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND173-7 Comment noted.  The purpose and need for the Project is discussed in 

section 1.1 of the EIS.  It is beyond the scope of this EIS to assess the 

potential change in the future price of natural gas due to changing demand 
and potential exports, and the exact future price of natural gas to the 

consumer is unknown.  However, it should also be noted that the future 

consumer price of energy derived from wind, water, and sunlight and other 
renewable energies is also unknown.  See also the response to comment 

FL2-2. 

 

 

  



 

 IND-248 Individuals 

IND173 – Jannette Barth (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND173-8 See the response to comment CO7-3.  We also note that since entering the 
pre-filing process, the AIM Project has incorporated numerous additional 

mitigation measures and adopted alternate routes/variations and construction 

methods to accommodate the concerns of the public and agencies. 

 

 

 

 

IND173-9 We disagree that the EIS does not adequately address the impacts associated 

with the Project.  Economic impacts associated with the Project, including 
property values and infrastructure, are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.   

 

 

  



 

 IND-249 Individuals 

IND173 – Jannette Barth (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-250 Individuals 

IND174 – Ryan Arsenault 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND174-1 The use of eminent domain is discussed in section 4.8.2 of the EIS.  See also 

the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND174-2 Economic impacts associated with the Project, including property values 

and infrastructure, are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.  See also the 

responses to comments SA4-5 and LA23-21.  

 

IND174-3 See the responses to comments FA6-1 and SA4-5. 

 

IND174-4 See the response to comment LA23-21. 

IND174-5 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

  



 

 IND-251 Individuals 

IND175 – Pamela Haran 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND175-1 See the responses to comments FA6-5, SA4-5, and IND92-2. 

 

  



 

 IND-252 Individuals 

IND176 – Lucian Giordano 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND176-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA4-25, SA4-10, SA7-4, and LA1-6. 

 

 

 

IND176-2 See the responses to comments LA1-4, LA1-9, and IND85-17. 

 

 

IND176-3 See the responses to comments CO15-4 and FL4-10. 

 

 

 

IND176-4 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND176-5 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

  



 

 IND-253 Individuals 

IND176 – Lucian Giordano (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND176-6 Section 4.12.3 of the EIS discusses safety-related concerns and other 

specific measures that Algonquin has proposed or that we are 

recommending to further address public safety concerns.  See also the 
responses to comments FA4-23, SA4-3, and CO14-25.  Further, 

blowdowns of natural gas from a pipeline, compressor station, or M&R 

station are an infrequent occurrence.   

 

IND176-7 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

IND176-8 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

 

 

 

 

IND176-9 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

IND176-10 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

 

 

IND176-11 See the response to comment SA4-15. 

 

  



 

 IND-254 Individuals 

IND176 – Lucian Giordano (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND176-12 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND176-13 See the response to comment SA4-10. 

 

 

 

 

 

IND176-14 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-2. 

 

 

 

 

 

IND176-15 See the response to comment SA4-5.  We also note that existing 
infrastructure was previously authorized by the Commission and considered 

for its environmental impact.   

 

  



 

 IND-255 Individuals 

IND177 – Paula Clair 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND177-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

IND177-2 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5. 

 

 

 

IND177-3 See the responses to comments SA4-5 and CO14-25. 

 

  



 

 IND-256 Individuals 

IND177 – Paula Clair (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND177-4 See the responses to comments LA23-21 and IND85-51. 

 

 

IND177-5 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND177-6 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, SA4-4, CO16-9, and IND85-

57.  

 

  



 

 IND-257 Individuals 

IND177 – Paula Clair (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND177-7 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

 

 

IND177-8 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 IND-258 Individuals 

IND177 – Paula Clair (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-259 Individuals 

IND178 – Penelope Howell 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND178-1 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and IND85-57 regarding air 

impacts and IND1-3 regarding noise. 

 

 

 

 

 

IND178-2 See the responses to comments SA1-9 and SA4-5. 

 

 

 

IND178-3 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

IND178-4 See the response to comment SA4-2. 

IND178-5 While the gas transported by the Project is destined for New England 

markets (including Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Massachusetts) rather 

than New York, there would be some local benefits from ad valorem taxes 
and construction-related spending, as discussed in section 4.9.9 of the EIS. 

 

  



 

 IND-260 Individuals 

IND179 – Tomislav Djurdjevich 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND179-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, SA7-4, and CO7-6.  While 

the IPEC is along the flight route of American Airlines flight no. 11, it was 

not the intended target of this attack (nor did any of the flights hijacked 

during the 9/11 attack target nuclear facilities).  This further supports the EIS 
conclusion that the likelihood of future acts of terrorism along any of the 

AIM Project facilities is unpredictable and does not diminish the need for 

natural gas infrastructure.   

 

 

 

  



 

 IND-261 Individuals 

IND180 – Laura Szandyba 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND180-1 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

 

 

IND180-2 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

IND180-3 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA11-9. 

 

 

IND180-4 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA4-24. 

 

  



 

 IND-262 Individuals 

IND181 – Paula Brunetti 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

IND181-1 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment FA4-24. 
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